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In Memory of Dr. Zacharias Clark Wood
December 5, 1988 – November 14, 2015
You are the person who challenged me to begin this process and inspired me to question. God
had another plan for you. As long as I am around, your memory will never die twice.
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First they came for the socialists, and I did not speak out—because I was not a socialist.
Then they came for the trade unionists, and I did not speak out— because I was not a trade
unionist.
Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak out—because I was not a Jew.
Then they came for me—and there was no one left to speak for me.
-- Pastor Martin Niemöller
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ABSTRACT
Currently, 45% of all college students are classified as racial/ethnic minorities, while
56% of college students are female (NCES, 2018a). By 2030, nearly half of the estimated
United States population will be composed of racial/ethnic minorities (Cortes, 1991). With this
exponential growth of minorities attending institutions of higher education, there is the
assumption that students have begun to engage in and promote diversity and inclusion.
However, in 2008, Boysen and Vogel (2009) found that 40% of teachers and 50% of students
encountered implicit or explicit bias while in college. In 2017, within four months, over 330
reported biased incidents occurred on collegiate campuses (Guha 2017). Konrath, O’Brien, and
Hsing (2011) found that there has been a significant decline in student empathy towards others,
including friends, and Twenge (2008) found that narcissism is on a rise with high levels of
college students equating their belief of self with that of a celebrity. It is these trends that
validate the lack of diversity engagement by students within the institution of higher education,
which is failing to adequately prepare current students to become future pluralistic leaders in a
democratic society.
Utilizing an explanatory sequential mixed method design, this research will answer if
demographics and faculty epistemology influence faculty desire to engage diversity in their
academic curriculum; and from a white male faculty in the STEM field’s perspective what
factors motivate diversity engagement and how do STEM white male faculty engage diversity in
their undergraduate academic curriculum?
The results will be provided to assist institutions of higher education to develop faculty to
integrate diversity and inclusive teaching into their curriculum. With 71% of faculty nationwide
identifying as white, if institutions are to engage all our students, then institutions must
xii

successfully engage our majority educators (NCES, 2017). If higher education is able to engage
faculty in the inclusion of diversity in their academic curriculum, institutions can begin engaging
students in diversity, oppression, and inclusion-based topics to influence student belief and
ultimately change institutional culture.

xiii

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
According to National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) (2018a), approximately
45% of college students are classified as racial/ethnic minorities and 56% are female. By the
year 2030, it is estimated that nearly half of the United States population will be composed of
racial/ethnic minorities (Cortes, 1991). With increasing levels of access and attendance, one
would postulate that the climate for diversity has and continues to become more accepting;
however, this is not the case. According to the American Council on Education (2005), racial
and ethnic minority enrollment is at an all-time high, yet Boysen (2012) found that institutions of
higher education are having challenges creating an inclusive campus climate for diversity. The
Southern Poverty Law Center (Guha, 2017) identified that within four months after the 2016
presidential election, college campuses reported 330 biased incidents. Boysen and Vogel (2009)
reported that in 2008, 40% of teachers and 50% of students experienced implicit or explicit bias
in the classroom. In a qualitative study performed by Syed (2010), involving interviews
regarding memorable ethnicity and academic event narratives, they found that the most
reoccurring story was related to “experience of prejudice”. This reoccurring narrative exhibits
the static progress that institutions of higher education have achieved in increasing campus
diversity engagement, respect, and learning.
Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) stated that in order for students to develop skills
necessary to live and lead in a diverse democracy, the following three facets of diversity support
were needed, including: structural diversity, which is the physical diversity make-up of the
institution; informal interactional diversity, which is the non-academic engagement of diversity
in social and extracurricular activities; and classroom diversity, which is the inclusion and
1

engagement of diversity in the academic classroom setting. If structural diversity has increased
(NCES, 2018a) and positively effects informal interactional diversity (Halserig, Bernhard,
Fuentes, Panter, Daye, & Allen, 2013; NCES, 2018a), yet institutions are still encountering
challenges with biased incidents including acts of oppression or bias towards marginalized
populations (Boysen & Vogel, 2009) and students are becoming more self-centered with
unrealistic expectations (Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Keith Campbell, & Bushman, 2008), then
there is a missing variable integral to activating the benefits of diversity. This variable is what is
hypothesize to be Gurin et al.’s (2002) last facet of diversity, classroom diversity. This
classroom environment, if effectively structured and cultivated correctly, can create equal group
status, common goals and inter-group cooperation, support from leadership, and comprehensive
chances for individuals to acclimate themselves with each other (Gurin et al., 2002). These are
four items which Hurtado, Dey, Gurin, and Gurin (2003) state are needed to create positive
diversity related outcomes.
In reviewing the literature that encompasses diversity inclusion in higher education, there
has been a wide range of research preformed. Beginning with Allport (1954) to Nagda and
Zuniga (2003), Sorensen, Nagda, Gurin, Maxwell (2009), and Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks
(2017), educational researchers have been interested in the importance of interactions within
learning and recently how it can assist in engaging diversity. This research has continued to
grow and revolve around three main types of diversity: structural diversity, informal interactional
diversity, and classroom diversity (Gurin et al., 2002). Since then, several pivotal court cases
involving diversity in admission policies have utilized quantitative and qualitative research to
validate the necessity of structural diversity in higher education to access the benefits of diversity
in general (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson, & Allen, 1998; Hurtado, 2001; Gurin et al.,
2

2002; Allan & Estler, 2005). Furthermore, informal interactional diversity has also been
thoroughly studied through research revolving around the benefits of informal interactions
cultivated in student affairs (Astin, 1984; Zuniga, Nelson Laird, & Mitchell, 2015). Informal
interactional diversity has been studied via the influence of cross racial interactions on campus
climates (Chang, Astin, & Kim, 2004; Valentine et al., 2012). Additionally, there has been an
abundance of discussion about classroom diversity with much of the conversation revolving
around the structural diversity of the classroom (Gurin et al., 2002; Haslerig et al., 2013), faculty
diversity perspectives (Miller, Hyde, & Ruth, 2004; Valentine et al., 2012; Park & Denson, 2009;
Katz, 1983), or its influence on student perceptions (Singleton, 1994; Garcia & Van Soest, 1997;
Lawrence & Bunche,1996). Significant portions of the research revolve around diversity courses
and the integration of diversity in professional schools, such as law schools and schools of social
work (Singleton, 1994). However, there has been limited research on curriculum diversity in
relation to its practical integration in undergraduate non-diversity-based curriculum (Laird, 2011;
Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006).
Problem
Higher Education has historically been heralded as a progressive facet of society where
open mindedness is considered the norm and new ideas are an integral aspect of advancement.
Since the creation of mass public schooling in the United States, followed by the Land Grant
Acts, there has been a sect of American society interested and invested in diversity and inclusion,
in one facet or another (Tatum, 2003). Recently, institutions have attempted to answer this
charge with increased structural diversity (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson, & Allen, 1998),
yet many researchers are now beginning to realize that inclusion and diversity engagement is
more than attaining a numerical demographic goal. Chang (2002) described this preservative
3

discourse as a diversity discourse which narrowly seeks to fulfill the holistic diversity agendas
that institutions undertake. It has been this seemingly benign strategy that has allowed
institutions to flourish as privileged spaces not openly accessible and receiving to all, instead of
entities fervently working to change the existing structures of power and privilege (Chan, 1989).
To effectively integrate and engage diversity within institutions, privilege, inclusion, and
oppression are beliefs that must be presented, discussed, and reflected upon like various other
social ideologies. Chang (2002) stated that it is this transformative discourse that will bring about
student learning and ultimately lead to the growth and continued success as a democratic nation.
The challenge is that many institutions do not have the intentional academic framework created
to promote and support the integration of diversity-based themes including inclusion, privilege,
and oppression throughout a student’s education. Therefore, institutions cannot be fully
confident that their undergraduates are receiving the diversity content necessary to effectively
contribute in a pluralistic democracy and become informed citizens. Hence, the question
remains: How is diversity, including: oppression, privilege and inclusion, being engaged by
faculty in academic curriculum, within institutions with no academic diversity framework?
Within the context of this research, some foundational terms have been defined to
provide a holistic understanding of the research. Diversity is defined as the intentional education,
engagement, and celebration of all groups, including race, ethnicity, gender, gender identity and
expression, socio-economic status, nationality, citizenship, religion, sexual orientation, ability,
and age. When speaking in regard to majority and minority, the data provides an understanding
that the United States is in the midst of a demographic shift, where the majority of the population
is now transitioning to be comprised of individuals who historically composed the minority. In
this research minority refers to the individuals who are victim to institutional oppression based
4

upon a marginalized identity. Therefore, the minority and majority dichotomy refer to the
institutionalized power dynamics within our society. Furthermore, throughout this research
various populations that may be numerical minorities within the United States, such as Asians,
will be considered majority due to their global positioning and based upon prior research in
regard to racial based ideologies and beliefs (Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006, Park & Denson,
2009).
Over the past 15 years, the structural accessibility, availability, and necessity for a higher
education has shifted the demographic landscape of our colleges and universities. According to
the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) (2018a), female students are the
predominant user of the higher education system with 9.6 million enrolled, equaling 56% of the
student population. Conversely, males are expediently becoming the minority, currently totaling
7.5 million participants equivalent to 44% of undergraduate students (NCES, 2018a). Looking to
the future, this trend, will continue to favor the rapidly growing minority populations. The NCES
(2018a) predicts that between 2015 and 2026, female undergraduate enrollment will increase by
16% to 11million, and male undergraduate enrollment will reach 8.5 million students. According
to the NCES, as of fall 2015, there were 17 million undergraduate students, of which the
majority, 9.3 million, were White. Of the remaining population, 3.0 million were Hispanic, 2.3
million were Black/African American, 1.1 million were Asian/Pacific Islander, and 132,000
were American Indian/Alaska Native (NCES, 2018a). Hispanic enrollment increased
approximately 126%, from 1.4 million to 3.0 million. Other minorities varied in their growth
during this time growing drastically at times, and steadily at others. From 2000 to 2010, African
American enrollment increased by 73% to 1.5 million, then steeply declined between 2010 to
2015 by 14% (NCES, 2018a). Similar trends occurred with American Indian/Alaskan Native and
5

White undergraduate students between 2000 and 2015 (NCES, 2018a). Hurtado (2001) stated,
“This demographic shift suggests that the role of higher education will remain essential in
training a work force that can both economically sustain communities and forge relationships
across the diverse populations that make up American society (p.187)”. It is within this new
reality that individuals must work through our differences, embracing other’s perspectives to
fully achieve the democratic goals that the United States espouses.
However, according to the US Department of Education (2018) there has been a 7
percent change in faculty demographics between 1993 and 2013-14, from 81% to 74%.
Furthermore, the NCES (2016) reported higher percentage of White faculty at 76%, with 41% of
all faculty being composed of White Males. This percentage is significantly higher than the 24%
of racial minority faculty. It is these trends that show us that there is an increase in minority
students, yet there has been minimal change in regard to faculty diversity, which is fostering the
“ ever-widening gulf based in cultural difference in the classroom” that Mitchell and Rosiek
(2006) referred to.
This demographic shift, which the United States is undergoing, must traverse our
education system before fully taking the reins and leading our democracy. If educators are not
prepared to engage students in these diversity conversations and challenge them to think
differently, then educators are unknowingly placing these students in danger of having what
Chimamanda Adichie (2009) coined a “single story”. This single story is the repeated
misconceptions, popular views, and stereotypes of a group being portrayed to individuals with no
other point of reference by which to construct alternative informed views. In her TEDx, Adichie
(2009) stated, “… to create a single story, show a people as one thing, as one thing only, over
and over again, and that is what they become”. As one begins to reflect upon higher education as
6

a totality, and not just as the sum of isolated experiences, the extent of this racial division and
lack of informal interactional diversity has become more apparent. It is obvious that through the
lack of initiative to challenge and inform today’s youth, they have been allowed to create single
stories by which to interact with “the other”.
This is evident through the alarming number of diversity-based incidents that have
exponentially spread across campuses of higher education. These bias incidents have occurred at
a number of institutions across the nation, including University of North Dakota, Kansas State
University, University of Mississippi, San Jose State University, University of Minnesota,
Hofstra University, Curry College, University of California – Berkley, and Ohio University.
These incidents range from black face social media posts to blatant racist threats and hate speech
(Jaschik, 2016; Jaschik, 2017, Guha, 2017). The Southern Poverty Law Center stated that within
the first four months after the 2016 presidential election there were 1,863 bias incidents, with
330 of them occurring on college campuses (Guha, 2017). This list does not include the multiple
incidents that have occurred at Southeastern State University (SSU), including racist symbols
being drawn on individuals and racist caricatures placed on students’ residence doors (Potter &
Gagliano, 2016).
The 2016 presidential election was a significant turning point in the racial landscape of
America as a certain candidates’ platform was based upon undoing the political gains of the first
minority president, and the further oppression of immigrants and racial, gender, and religious
minorities. Through the successful election of that individual who explicitly espoused hatred and
oppression, it allowed for individuals with similar beliefs to gain the courage and boldness to
replicate those actions throughout the country especially our institutions of higher education. It is
this event, which acted as a catalyst to ignite the racial challenges that increase by 61% (Office
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of Civil Rights, 2016). During the 2016 fiscal year, the US Office of Civil Rights (2016) reported
16,720 complaints from schools around the nation, which capped a decade long trend of record
high complaints.
The sheer volume of these incidents dispels the broken perception perpetuated by
institutional leaders, that these are isolated incidents. Lawrence Ross, an author who spoke at
SSU recently, presented the “Waka Flacka Theory” to describe the current path of egress for
many of these incidents that occur in our current climate. In this theory, he stated that when race
based incidents occur: (1) institutions attempt to individualize the situation; (2) individuals
minimize the situation and its importance; (3) individuals trivialize the situation, which leads to
further subjugation of minority concerns (L. Ross, personal communication, September 21,
2016). During Ross’ SSU speech, audience members, who were predominately white fraternity
members required to attend, silently demonstrated their disapproval of the message by leaving in
mass during the final minutes of his speech. Attendance was mandated by the institution to
increase the student’s diversity awareness. The action of the mass exodus was a formal showing
of the students’ displeasure with the diversity-based event as a whole and their mandated
attendance. An action with further substantiates the disengagement of majority individuals
within diversity, and the necessity to challenge them in a context where institutional priorities are
well-defined.
With this context in mind, one can begin to consider that educationally, a higher
education institution’s undergraduate program is charged with creating the future leaders of
tomorrow. However, if those future leaders’ continued development and actions are not being
challenged, these actions will become societal norms which will implicitly or explicitly support
those actions
8

Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) surmised that at some point in each individual’s
education, to become a productive leader in a pluralistic democracy, one must be confronted and
challenged with diverse thoughts that they did not bring with them to their institution of higher
education. However, for certain populations on campuses of higher education, students are able
to pick and choose their diverse interactions. This is affirmed by findings from Haslerig et al.
(2013) and Chang (2001) who concluded that structural diversity alone does not sufficiently
explain the relationship between diversity, increased student learning, and the quality of school.
For those students, the extent of which their diverse interactions may culminate is with the
individual who is cooking/serving their meals or cleaning their house, yard, or tailgate. This
environment fosters a challenge by convenience paradigm that needs to be remedied via
intentional interactions in an educationally controlled environment with defined goals and
guidelines. Chang (2002) stated, “Without a more sophisticated and complex understanding
about how diversity-related efforts work most effectively on college campuses and what they
aim to achieve, educators may inadvertently undermine the educational impact of diversity by
underestimating the level of institutional change and commitment necessary to realize the
widespread benefits associated with diversity (p.126).” This issue which plagues higher
education, must begin with the effective and efficient engagement of diversity in all fields
including the discussion of difference, oppression, and privilege that can only occur within
curriculum.
Over the past few decades, there have been several seminal cases that have challenged
the importance and validity of affirmative action, including, but not limited to Hopwood v.
University of Texas Law School (1996), Grutter v. Bollinger (2003), and Fisher v. University of
Texas at Austin et al. (2013). Since that time, several research studies have consistently validated
9

the importance of affirmative action and its positive effect on academic and social development
(Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002; Hurtado, 2001; Chang, Astin, & Kim, 2004; Valentine,
Prentice, Torres, & Arellano, 2012). Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin (2002) conceptualized the
effects of diversity on education in their pivotal study in three categories: structural diversity,
informal interactional diversity, and classroom diversity. Structural diversity is the stereotypical
concept of diversity that is described by Hurtado, Clayton-Pedersen, Allen, and Milem (1999) as
the numerical representation of diverse groups. This basic strategic practice of structural
diversity was introduced by Allport (1954) in his book, The Nature of Prejudice, in which he
hypothesized that structural diversity does not necessarily lead to educational outcomes unless
supplementary efforts are combined to increase interaction. Informal interactional diversity
describes the involvement of both the frequency and quality of intergroup interactions. These
meaningful interactions are believed to occur in a variety of campus setting; however, a key
identifier is that the majority of these interactions occur outside of the classroom, in places such
as dining halls, recreational facilities, libraries, and social settings. Lastly, classroom diversity is
the final category that Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) identified, which is described as
learning about diversity and interacting with diverse individuals in the classroom. Gurin et al.’s
(2002) study results support that the presence of diverse students positively affects the
educational experience of all students. Interestingly enough, the study found that informal
interactional diversity produced more significant results, in all instances except one, than
classroom diversity (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002). Gurin et al. (2002) validated these
results by stating that the positive effects of diversity could not be attained independently via
classroom instruction; a diverse population was needed to fully attain those benefits.

10

Purpose/Significance
Student Belief. Current research captures the importance of diversity on collegiate
campuses and the necessity to incorporate intentional interactive activities to increase the
effectiveness of diversity initiatives on campus. However, within the current a-la-carte
educational system, individuals increasingly have the ability to manipulate every aspect of their
environment, so they are not obligated to interact with ideologies or individuals who are different
from themselves. The effects of this can be seen in the declining levels of empathy that young
adults are displaying towards their peers. Konrath, O’Brien, and Hsing (2011) described empathy
as a behavior that allows, “people to relate to others in a way that promotes cooperation and
unity rather than conflict and isolation. (p.180)” Konrath et al. (2011) observed that students
from the 1990s and 2000s have less empathy than individuals in the 1970s and 1980s, and they
asserted that individuals in the 1990s and 2000s were more interested in wealth accumulation
than helping those who may be in need. Konrath et al. (2011) further described these individuals
by stating that, “… college students today would be less likely to agree with this statement, ‘I
sometimes try to understand my friends better by imaging how things look from their
perspective’. (Konrath et al., 2011, p.187)” Consideration of this statement then presents the
question that if individuals are not interested in viewing situations from a familiar and
comfortable perspective where they have a preexisting relationship, then what desire would they
have to interact and engage in dialogue with individuals with whom they are not familiar.
Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Campbell, and Bushman (2008) came to similar conclusion
while studying egos over time, via the Narcissistic Personality Inventory. Twenge et al. (2008)
described narcissism as a positive and inflated view of self which can be exhibited as social
extraversion with little interest in forming sincere relationships. The study equates the college
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student’s belief of self with that of a celebrity. These reports refer to the current challenge of
effective engagement of diverse interactions in higher education. Various researchers and
practitioners continue to ascribe to the thought pattern that if you increase diverse staff or student
presence, then individuals will naturally engage in diversity-based topics. However, this
generation, as structurally diverse as any other in history, is the least interested in engagement
outside of their sphere of influence. It is for these reasons that the engagement of diversity within
the academic curriculum is necessary. It is the only area within higher education in which
students are mandated to interact and engage in experiences with some semblance of structural
diversity.
Faculty Participation. Research speaks to the important role that faculty play in creating
an educational atmosphere and pedagogy that is conducive to engaging diversity. Faculty
engagement is important in students perception of institutional support and relationships do make
a difference between faculty and students at predominantly white institutions (Bonner, 2003)
Additionally, Palmer, Maramba, and Dancy (2011) found that students feel more engaged in
STEM curricular programs when faculty, students, alumni, and professionals work to foster a
sense of community. Ayers, Quinn, & Stovall (2009) stated that, “carefully worked-out theories
of teacher education for social justice that take into account the social, historical, and
philosophical moorings of the term and carefully apply them to the educational scene” (p.501).
These paradigms including diversity engagement by instructors and teaching about oppression
are finally creating footholds within higher education, however, have been continually shown
important in K-12 teacher preparation research (Delpit, 1988; Landson-Billings, 1999). This
importance culminates with Mitchell and Rosiek (2006) concluding that it is time to support and
engage higher educators in inquiry regarding the examination of the meaning of race in college
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classrooms and its relation to pedagogical interactions, which if not given due consideration will
foster an ever-widening gulf based in cultural difference in the classroom (p.408).
Many of the articles also mention the lack of diversity related pedagogical knowledge to
effectively address diversity in their classrooms (Singleton, 1994; Halserig et al., 2013;
Valentine et al., 2012; Allan & Estler, 2005). Valentine, Prentice, Torres, and Arellano (2012)
posed the idea that education has never been a political free space, due to the nature of education.
Maila (2010) supported this notion by stating that the educational classroom, at its simplest
nature, is a space that was created by those in power to assist student learning. It is these
paradigms that created the environment in which the US educational system is engrossed. A
system that was created by those in power, to ensure that they maintained their power, and to
teach their future how to maintain their power. However, with the integration of education, and
the repurposing of the education as a tool, the oppressive and privileged attributes are still
prevalent. Hirschy and Wilson (2002) theorized that classrooms still exhibit sociological
elements of group, meaning that they can be visualized as a microcosm of society.
Higher education is the “milieus in which learning takes place” (Schwab, 1978), where
students are input into higher education institutions and pluralistic citizens are the expected
output. Within that system, faculty are gatekeepers of institutional knowledge, learning, and
curriculum (Hofer, 2004; Pauler-Kuppinger & Jucks, 2017; Charbeneau, 2013). Simply stated: in
order for higher education to impart the importance of diversity unto their populace, faculty are
the integral population that have to buy in. Although many institutions of higher education
espouse the notion of diversity on campus, institutional oppression and privilege are allowed to
manifest, and they are integrated in policies and practices within the classroom (Charbeneau,
2013). Higher education continues to be complicit in the manifestation of whiteness through the
13

incorrect assumption that faculty are unbiased conveyers of knowledge uninfluenced by theirs or
others social identities or the larger concept of race (Charbeneau, 2013). This occurs due to the
fact that the population of students is diversifying at an exponential rate and the diversity of the
academic faculty is moving significantly slower. From fall of 2011 to the fall of 2015, the
percentage of white faculty decreased from 79 percent to 77 percent; however, the total number
of white faculty increased due to the increase in overall faculty (NCES, 2017). With over 75% of
our faculty in higher education descending predominantly from European heritage, “[the]
pedagogy is crafted in ways that consciously or (most often) unconsciously serve this racial
priority” (Charbeneau, 2013). A priority based in the replication and continuation of oppression.
It is truly in this sense of the meaning by which faculty are the gatekeepers of both the academic
and systemic oppression that occurs in higher education. This is supported via findings by
Fasching-Varner and Dodo Seriki (2012), that concluded, “The success of students of color from
any historically underrepresented group as well as the success in teaching students from
overrepresented groups about the nature of their privilege are both crucial elements as we
navigate through the 21st century” (p.5). The question then becomes, how do institutions
challenge the fundamental nature of academia that is rooted in over 200 years of systemically
and structurally replicated and enforced oppression?
To fundamentally challenge and change one’s belief in their learned knowledge, there
must be a challenge to an individual’s fundamental understanding of knowledge. If
educationally, individuals can be challenged on how they created this knowledge, then this
creates an opportunity to rethink and re-envision that knowledge. This ideology is the foundation
of why various introduction to philosophy courses present polarized topics to freshman with
facts to support both ends of the argument, including conversations which typically revolve
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around abortion, religion, assisted suicide, etc. However, there is minimal discussion in these
courses involving diversity, oppression, and privilege. Throughout the systemic development of
educational norms, “safe” topics have been permitted to continue in discussion, while others
have not.
Epistemology. Epistemology is defined as the fundamental understanding of knowledge
and how it is created .For the purpose of this paper, Hofer’s (2001) definition of personal
epistemology will be utilized. This definition encompasses, “[ones’] thinking and beliefs about
knowledge and knowing, and typically includes some or all of the following elements: beliefs
about the definition of knowledge, how knowledge is constructed, how knowledge is evaluated,
where knowledge resides, and how knowing occurs. (p.355)” It is this epistemology that frames
our knowledge and view of the world. For example, a faculty member who provides instruction
in a class can frame themselves as the creator of knowledge, and through their teaching
pedagogy, reinforce the notion that knowledge is only created and conveyed by them. This is
exemplified by a professor who stands at the front of the classroom and speaks for 45 minutes,
with his back to the students, while solving an equation or drawing a diagram. This individual is
espousing that he is the knowledge creator/giver and that the individuals behind him are only
important in the knowledge process by receiving unquestionably what the knowledge
creator/giver is providing (Schraw & Olafson, 2002). Conversely, a professor who allows
students to work in a group to conceptualize a theory and present it to the class the way they
deem fit is espousing a belief that knowledge can be created by others in their class besides them,
as instructors. This ownership of knowledge creation is an integral part of student development
and can ultimately lead to an individual questioning prior knowledge, then replacing that with
new knowledge. Another example involves the evaluation of knowledge. For example, a
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professor who assess his students with a multiple-choice exam versus a professor who assess
with fill in the blank/short answer tests are unconsciously communicating to their students very
different messages. The first is a message that knowledge is concrete with clear right and wrong
choices. The other communicates a message about the abstractness of knowledge and that
knowledge can be understood and expressed in a variety of ways which cannot be holistically
captured in a closed multiple choice type assessment. It is within this right/wrong dichotomy that
students begin to create their understanding and interactions with knowledge and to desire to
seek the answer and not the knowledge. Hofer (2004) found in her study that during the
challenging transitional months in college, students’ sense of self was altered through changing
their epistemology via the various elements mentioned above. This self-reflection also presented
itself when students went home for holiday breaks and faced individuals who were once held as
trustworthy authorities including parents, teachers, and religious leaders in regard to that students
newly created knowledge (Hofer, 2004). It is upon this foundation by which students can be
challenged, however it does not have to stop there.
Building upon this foundation, all individuals hold personal epistemologies, known or
unknown, including staff, administrators, teachers, doctors, etc. that are salient to the way in
which they perceive the world. This is especially true for faculty members, and their long-held
beliefs about knowledge. Unlike students, faculty epistemologies are more advanced and exhibits
more diversity within the various dimensions of epistemology. Hofer (2000, 2001) further
conceptualized the understanding of epistemology into a multidimensional structure of
epistemological beliefs. This structure is composed of four unique but interconnected
dimensions, which include: certainty of knowledge, which is the degree to which one views
knowledge as certain, for example is knowledge fixed (absolute truths) or is it more fluid
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(tentative and evolving); simplicity of knowledge, which is a range of beliefs from being an
amalgamation of facts to a group of interrelated concepts, is knowledge comprehended as
discrete, knowable facts or relative, contingent, and contextual; source of knowledge, which
describes where one believes knowledge is located, is it in an external authority or can it be
internally created; and justification for knowing describes how individuals justify what they
know, which can range from and internal opinion of what feels right to an external evaluation of
evidence, expertise, or authority (Hofer, 2001; Schommer 1990, 1994; King & Kitchner, 1994;
Kuhn, 1991; Baxter & Magolda, 1992; Belekny et al., 1986). It is through these dimensions that
institutions can began conceptualizing what Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017) believed to be
true, which is that epistemological beliefs are tied to academic domains. Through taking that a
step further, academic domains are tied to systemic oppression, as it is found that there are
correlations between academic domains and diversity inclusion.
The critical nature of this research lends its importance to practitioners. With the
direction that society is currently headed, there is now, more than ever, a need to equip future
leaders with the knowledge and skills to dismantle their single-story stereotypes (Adichie, 2009)
and build new ideas. What better place to challenge and support future leaders than in the
institution of higher education integrated through a curriculum based in epistemological beliefs.
Through this research, the practitioner will be able to further understand the various methods
available to impart the skills that students need to understand alternative perspectives, think
critically about all knowledge, and problem solve (Allan & Estler, 2005; Valentine et al., 2012).
Practitioners will also be able to conceptually understand that knowledge and the creation of
knowledge can be utilized to disassemble previously engrained systemic beliefs, allowing new
knowledge to be created through one’s self, which will allow individuals to own, justify, and
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continually examine. Practitioners will understand how to effectively respond to various methods
of student resistance, receive concrete and abstract examples of how to critically assess where
students are in their social development, and approach students accordingly (Bell, Washington,
Weinstein, & Love, 1997). Practitioners will also gain a perspective of other faculty’s personal
fears and insecurities, which will allow them to be more open in seeking resources and engaging
this topic (Weinstein & Obear, 1992; Allan & Estler, 2005). Faculty development professionals
will be provided with statistical and practical data in regard to how to engage various
epistemological beliefs into this work.
Research Questions
In understanding the challenge of the lack of diversity engagement within curriculum in
higher education, an intentional understanding of epistemology, its influence on faculty’s desire
to incorporate diversity topics, and the methods by which faculty engage diversity and inclusive
teaching in their academic curriculum is key. Therefore, the research questions are as follows:
1. Are there significant demographic differences in the engagement of diversity in academic
curriculum by faculty at a predominantly white institution?
2. Are there significant differences in diversity engagement by faculty with varying
epistemological beliefs?
3. Are there any significant interactions between faculty demographics and epistemological
belief in regard to engagement of diversity?
4. Why do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high on
diversity advocacy scale, engage in diversity in their academic curriculum?
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5. What instructional techniques do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty,
who scored high on diversity advocacy scale, utilize to engage diversity in their academic
curriculum?
Theoretical Framework
To understand and situate the research within this study, the researcher will be utilizing
two theories that revolve around multicultural education and diversity inclusion. The
Multicultural Education Theory (Banks, 1992) is a five-dimension theory that conceptualizes
five dimensions integral in incorporating multiculturalism into curriculum. The second theory
that will be utilized is the Diversity Inclusion Model (Laird, 2011), which is a curricular planning
tool aimed at utilizing 9 elements to create an inclusive academic space for all individuals.
Multicultural Education Theory. Over the past 40 years multicultural education
theorist have diligently pursued the creation of a unified Multicultural Education Theory
(Gibson, 1976; Sleeter & Grant, 1987), each producing five tenets to approach developing a
framework that would include all the core elements of multicultural education. However, through
their research there was only agreement upon one tenet. Building from two major goals, which
are to reform educational opportunities to allow individuals from diverse race/cultural and
socioeconomic levels the ability to participate in educational equality and to create gender
equality in education, a modified Multicultural Educational Theory was created (Banks, 1995).
From this basis, Banks (1991, 1992) created a five-dimension framework for multicultural
education, which included content integration, knowledge construction, prejudice reduction,
equity pedagogy, and empowering school culture and social structure. Content integration refers
to the integration of information from various cultures and gender perspectives into educational
items such as data, examples, principles, and generalizations (Banks, 1995). This facet has
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historically been the most salient framework and has allowed individuals within the hard
sciences to shift the responsibility to the soft sciences which can include this information with
more ease (Laird, 2011). Knowledge construction is the process by which social, behavioral, or
natural scientists create knowledge and how they integrate perspectives, bias, and frame of
reference within a discipline. Prejudice reduction is the frame that accounts for racial attitudes
and creates strategies to develop attitudes and values that develop more inclusive ideas. Equity
Pedagogy is the utilization of inclusive teaching methods and styles to foster academic
achievement within underrepresented groups. Empowering school culture and social structure is
the process of reorganizing the institutional structure to allow for underrepresented groups to
experience equality and empowerment. It is through this multicultural education framework that
diversity in academic curriculum can be researched for more efficient and effective ways of
being (Banks 1995).
Diversity Inclusion Model. The second framework that will be utilized to understand
and evaluate the effectiveness and comprehensive approach of white male STEM faculty and
their ability to effectively incorporate diversity into their academic curriculum is the Diversity
Inclusion Model (Laird, 2010; 2011). The Diversity Inclusion model (Laird, 2010; 2011) is a tool
based upon a course planning model that is modified to measure aspects of diversity inclusion.
This model contains nine elements essential to diversity inclusion in academic curriculum,
including: purpose/goals, content, foundations/perspectives, learners, instructors, pedagogy,
classroom environment, evaluation, and adjustment (Laird, 2010). These essential items are each
placed on a spectrum from inclusive to not inclusive. These spectrums can range from
monocultural to multicultural, or assessments based in a single cultural paradigm or a multiple
cultural paradigm. These scales allow the researcher to move away for the traditional yes/no
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model to a spectrum, allowing for more complex interpretation of data. This model will be
utilized to understand and categorize the observations that will occur between the initial and post
interviews. This model will allow for us to place the observations in a framework to compare and
contrast.
Method
To holistically answer the research questions, an explanatory sequential mixed method
design will provide the qualitative and quantitative data needed to understand the motivation and
practical integration of diversity into academic curriculum and to assist academic faculty in the
incorporation of diversity into their academic curriculum. This process will incorporate a
quantitative study in regard to factors that influence the inclusion of diversity in academic
curriculum and provide qualitative voices that exhibit how white males who teach in STEM
undergraduate fields are utilizing this information to incorporate diversity successfully in
academic curriculum. A multivariate analysis, specifically One-Way and Factorial MANOVAs,
was utilized to determine if there were any relationships between the independent and dependent
variables. MANOVAs were also run to determine if there were any differences in diversity
engagement, based within the three scales, in regard to epistemological belief and what
relationship that faculty demographics may exert on epistemology. Utilizing these results,
institutions will be able to understand faculty’s demographic and epistemological relationship
with the various diversity scales.
Once the initial survey was completed, white male faculty who teach STEM
undergraduate curriculum, were selected as participants to be interviewed before and after
multiple observations of their class in regard to their diversity inclusion. During this selection,
participants were identified for meeting the following criteria: male, white, teach in a science,
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technology, engineering, or math field, and score high in Diversity Advocacy, in relation to other
faculty within the institution. Utilizing that sample, researchers selected 3 individuals who selfascribed to one of the three epistemologies to include in the second, qualitative section of the
research. These individuals were administered an initial interview, followed by multiple
observations to gather behavioral information, which informed the post interview. Observations
were utilized to support information gathered from the initial interview, and to observe situations
which were recapped during the post interview. Document analysis encompassed a review of all
artifacts submitted by the faculty and an analysis of course syllabi to understand the values that
faculty espoused through written communication.
Implications
Policy makers will find this information useful in critically framing institutional policies
regarding diversity requirements (Laird, 2011; Sorensen et al., 2009). To appropriately create
informed citizens and future leaders, institutions need to understand that diversity is not just
structural, but there must be a multifaceted approach revolving around the classroom (Hurtado,
2001; Gurin et al., 2002). Furthermore, this classroom-based approach should not begin and end
with diversity courses (e.g. African and African American Studies, Women and Gender,
LGBTQ, or Sociology), but it should be weaved throughout education similar to their academic
programmatic content (Laird, 2011). These concepts should be discussed at orientation, tested in
exams, and celebrated at graduation (Valentine et al., 2012). Administrators might utilize the
results from this research to help understand how to most efficiently and effectively utilize
resources to best support diversity on campus (Valentine et al., 2012). For example, this could be
introduced through the creation of diversity workshops or programs to assist professors with the
cognitive skills needed to appropriately approach diversity (Allan & Estler, 2005). Students will
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find this material important as it validates personal experiences, which provides
underrepresented students with more structured faculty support and intentional engagement.
Additionally, this research will challenge privileged students to view their experiences in
alternative perspectives to gain a more complete understanding of privilege, oppression, and
diversity.
This research will add to the literature by adding qualitative research to faculty Diversity
Advocacy (Park & Denson, 2009) from the University of California – Los Angeles Higher
Education Research Institute and two scales introduced by Laird (2011) from the University of
Indiana Center from Post-Secondary Research which measure the diverse grounding of the
course and inclusive learning strategies. Utilizing these scales, the researcher gained an
understanding of instructor self-perceived ratings, to compare them with qualitative data received
through observations, to understand if they are accomplishing the goals that they have identified
to the level that they espouse. Additionally, this research will provide a greater understanding of
how white, male faculty engage diversity in their curriculum and compare the survey results to
the observations to understand the effectiveness and efficiency by which they impart their
learning objectives.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
To comprehensively understand the praxis that faculty utilize to engage diversity in
academic curriculum, there must be a holistic understanding of the research that unites faculty
curricular practices to student development and the classroom with institutional change.
Explicitly stated, there must first be an understanding of the context, before one can begin to
understand and challenge the content. The literature review will begin with a general overview of
diversity in higher education, including an understanding as to why diversity is important in
higher education today and the benefits that are ascertained through its integration and
engagement. The remainder of the literature review will focus on building the framework to
address our research questions.
The first section will provide an understanding of the relationship between individual
beliefs and institutional culture. The discussion will shift to a review of literature regarding how
faculty can influence student beliefs and perceptions and how that can affect students’
perceptions of diversity, changing institutional culture, and climate. Lastly, the review will
unpack the methods and explore the effect of faculty perspectives, opinions, and beliefs on their
teaching. In conclusion, this literature review will describe the importance of diversity, the
relationship that exist between individual beliefs and institutional culture, how faculty can
ultimately influence those beliefs through challenging and understanding their own beliefs. It is
through this process that institutions can employ faculty to engage their students in diversity and
inclusive based academic curriculum to ultimately reach the larger institution through changing
and challenging individual beliefs.
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Importance of Institutional Diversity
The importance of diversity in higher education has been one of the most controversial
educational debates in recent history. The validity of this issue is authenticated with the
permanence of notable diversity related cases over the past couple decades, including: Hopwood
v. University of Texas Law School, 1996; Grutter v. Bollinger, 2003; Fisher v. University of
Texas at Austin et al., 2013, in which educational leaders have been and are required to validate
the necessity of diversity in higher education. In reviewing enrollment trends, they illustrate that,
currently, approximately 45% of individuals attending institutions of higher education are
racial/ethnic minorities and that over 50% are female (NCES, 2018b). However, institutions of
higher education, especially predominantly white institutions (PWI), are still some of the most
highly institutionally segregated and privileged establishments in modern society. Various
scholars have engaged in research that provides literature validating this fact from the student,
faculty, and institutional perspective. This section of the literature review provides a foundation
to understand the importance of diversity in higher education including its relation to educational
outcomes, benefits, and why diversity in higher education is a necessity now more than at any
other point in history.
Contextual Importance Perspective. Diversity in higher education is integral in
academic and social maturation, preparing students to become productive citizens in a pluralistic
democracy. Hurtado (2001) stated, “the diversity of the faculty and student body has an impact
on classroom environment and student development during college” (p. 199). Hurtado (2001)
further stated that, “the opportunity to interact with a diverse group of students is just as, if not
more, important to the development of critical skills as is exposure to a curriculum that makes
diversity its explicit focus” (p. 198). Furthermore, diversity within higher education provides an
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opportunity for students to learn about cultural differences and how to navigate those
experiences first hand. Prompted by the numerous amount of legal cases that were being brought
against states and their institutions of higher education, this research will review the foundational
literature that has and continues to support judicial decisions validating the importance and
necessity of diversity.
Hurtado (2001) investigated how diversity affects the classroom environment by seeking
to answer the following questions: Does gender or the racial/ethnic background of a faculty
member make a difference in the classroom through their attention to pedagogical strategies and
curricular emphasis that support diversity; do opportunities to interact with someone from a
different racial/ethnic background in a learning situation enhance students’ assessment of their
own learning; and does the diversity that faculty introduce into the curriculum make a difference
in terms of students assessments of their own learning? To answer these inquiries, Hurtado
(2001) utilized the 1989-1990 Faculty Survey and the 1987-1991 CIRP student survey, both
administered by the Higher Education Research Institute at University of California, Los
Angeles. Hurtado performed chi-square tests on faculty data to determine significance of racial
and gender differences on instructor teaching and partial correlation on student data to control for
certain factors, allowing for a stronger test of how diversity related activities relate to educational
outcomes. She utilized national research that included 16,000 faculty members from medium and
highly selective PWI’s and, for the student portion, 4,250 students from 309 four-year PWIs.
Hurtado (2001) found that instructor gender had significant impact on educational experiences of
undergraduate students in regard to course content and how the classes were taught, as female
faculty were more likely than males to integrate cooperative, experiential learning, and group
assignments. Additionally, diversity in the curriculum is supported by diversity in the faculty, as
26

women are significantly more likely to require readings on racial/ethnic or gender issues in their
courses. Hurtado (2001) further researched this finding with only social scientists and found that
the women were still significantly more likely to require readings about racial/ethnic or gender
issues than their male counterparts in the same educational area. Faculty race/ethnicity is related
to choice of instructional methods, as Latino/as and African Americans are more likely to utilize
cooperative teaching techniques, Native Americans are likely to utilize experiential learning, and
Asian Americans are the least likely to utilize experiential learning techniques. African
American faculty are most likely to incorporate readings on race while Asian Americans are least
likely (Hurtado, 2001). Women and different racial/ethnic faculty have teaching styles that
influence content and delivery. Hurtado (2001) found that students self-reported growth on
various educational outcomes that were associated with having a diverse student body and
faculty. Students who reported that they had the opportunity to study with someone from a
different racial background on the 1990 survey also reported growth in all educational outcomes
in 1991, with the strongest effects relating to civic outcomes such as acceptance of different
races/cultures, cultural awareness, and tolerance of people with different beliefs. Additionally,
studying with someone from a different race/culture fostered more pronounced effects than
curricular diversity on self-reported growth in critical thinking and problem solving. Student
reported outcomes strongly suggest that diverse peer, faculty, and curricula interactions as an
undergraduate student has a significant positive effect on the creation and maturation of skills
needed to function in a diverse society. Hurtado (2001) also found a variety of links between
diversity and educational outcomes including: diverse faculty and student body have a positive
impact on the classroom environment and student development; the effectiveness of the
classroom interactions depends upon faculty pedagogy; and significant evidence that cross
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racial/cultural interactions on an academic level is associated with outcomes that help prepare
students to live in a complex and diverse society. In conclusion Hurtado (2001) stated that the
gender and racial/cultural diversity of faculty and the study body is integral in the work of
teaching and learning in higher education in preparing future students for life in a democratic
society.
Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) researched how different types of diversity
experiences are associated with differences in educational outcomes among students from
different racial and ethnic backgrounds. The authors used two longitudinal databases: the
Michigan Student Survey (MSS), which is a single institution survey of students who entered the
institution in 1990 and a follow up four years later, and the second is the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP), which is overseen by the Higher Education Research
Institute (HERI) at University of California, Los Angeles. The authors performed multiple
regression and regression analysis on the CIRP data to explore relationships between classroom
and informal interactional diversity and four independent variables, which include intellectual
engagement, academic skills, citizenship engagement, and racial/cultural engagement.
Additionally, the authors performed regressions on the MSS data to explore relationships
between the three types of data and five dependent variables. The MSS survey included 1,129
white students, 187 African American Students, and 266 Asian American Students. The CIRP
included 11,383 participants from 184 institutions which included 216 African Americans, 496
Asian Americans, 206 Latino/as and 10,465 Whites, who were attending four year
predominantly white institutions. In regard to learning outcomes, authors found that, based upon
the CIRP database, informal interactional diversity was a large factor in accounting for higher
levels of intellectual intelligence and self-assessed academic skills for all groups. Classroom
28

diversity was significant and positive for whites, the small positive effects for Asian Americans
disappeared when the net effect was factored, and there was a negative result for African
American students in regard to the net effect of classroom diversity on self-assessed academic
skills. For the MSS, all three measures of diversity were influential for at least one group and one
learning outcome measure, with the most consistent effects occurring for white people.
Additionally, all measures resulted in higher levels of active thinking in the student’s senior year,
as compared to their freshman year. Classroom diversity and event/dialogues were both
significantly related to intellectual engagement. Classroom diversity fostered both learning
outcomes in Asian American students and was the only statistically significant predictor for both
learning outcomes for African Americans. In comparing both studies, informal interactional
diversity was almost always maintained. In regard to Democracy Outcomes, both studies support
the idea that diversity experiences support student development of the skills necessary to
participate and lead in a diverse democracy. Based on the CIRP data, informal interactional
diversity was significantly related to both citizenship engagement and racial/cultural
engagement. Classroom diversity was significantly related to democracy outcomes for white
students and had less consistent group specific effects for democracy outcomes for students of
color. Informal interactional diversity was integral for fostering positive democracy outcomes.
For the MSS data, each type of diversity had significant positive effects on the compatibility of
difference and the racial/cultural engagement outcomes for white students. White students gained
the most from interactional diversity and experience with diversity in the classroom compatible
with democracy. The impact of the three facets of diversity were less consistent with African and
Asian Americans. Classroom diversity had a positive effect on racial and cultural engagement for
African and Asian Americans. In summary, there were consistent results across the national,
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CIRP, and Michigan, MSS, data. The national data revealed that informal interactional diversity
was influential across all groups and more impactful than classroom diversity. Overall, they
found that education is enhanced by in depth and substantive informal interactional diversity,
which is necessitated by the need to have diverse students, structural diversity.
This research provides an understanding of the effect of diversity on higher education,
including, but not limited to, providing an environment that allows individuals to interact and
navigate differences. The inclusion of diverse individuals in institutions of higher education
provides unique perspectives, during a time when college students are most open to challenge
and the reframing of their core values and beliefs. This research confirms that diversity in higher
education institutions are beneficial to underrepresented populations, yet it further highlights that
these benefits are even higher for majority populations. In general, diversity increased
democratic and racial/cultural engagement, democratic leadership skills, active thinking skills,
intellectual engagement, critical thinking, and problem solving (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin,
2002; Hurtado, 2001). Therefore, without diversity, individuals would be educated in an
environment, systemically created to reproduce the status quo, lacking the ability to introduce
unique perspectives to holistically develop both majority and underrepresented student
populations.
Student Climate. In understanding how and why faculty inclusion of diversity in their
academic curriculum is important, it is integral to review the research pertaining to the current
climate of students. Understanding research in regard to the current generation of college
students, that institutions are educating and their beliefs in regard to themselves and different
others is extremely important. Konrath, O’Brien, and Hsing (2011) found that this generation of
students are more concerned with themselves than others and not investing into the notion of
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becoming a productive member of the pluralistic democracy. Konrath et al. (2011) stated that,
“Regards to changes in empathy over time, college students today are less likely to agree with
statements such as ‘I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me’ and
‘I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their
perspective’” (p.187). Furthermore, Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Keith Campbell, and Bushman
(2008) found that there is a significant correlation between time and narcissism, meaning that as
time has progressed, individuals within society have grown significantly more narcissistic than
previous generations. It is this research that helps us to understand why engagement in diversity
in higher education is reaching a critical level of importance in regard to the student experience
and their ability to be valuable participants of a pluralistic democracy.
Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr (2000) examined how the perceptions and experiences of the
campus cultural climate compare between African Americans, Asian Americans, Latino/a, and
White students. They utilized the Cultural Attitudes and Climate Questionnaire which was
created to measure student perceptions and experiences of the university racial and ethnic
climate by Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998). The authors utilized a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) to test for racial/ethnic group differences of 578 participants enrolled at a
mid-Atlantic university. The researchers targeted first year students and juniors because they
believed that these two groups would have the largest variety of data. The authors found that
African Americans experienced and noticed more racial tension on campus than their Asian and
White counterparts. African Americans experienced more interracial tension than their white
counterparts. Conversely, white students reported higher levels of respect from faculty and
reported greater overall satisfaction than Asian and African Americans. African American, Asian
American, and Latino/a students were more likely to feel pressure to conform to their stereotypes
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while also feeling the need to reduce salient physical and verbal attributes to fit in. Perceived
faculty racism was also another challenge encountered by participants as Asian and African
Americans reported significantly more experiences of bias than whites, and African Americans
reported more significant amounts than Latino/as. Whites reported significantly fairer treatment
by faculty than compared to African American and Asian students. Interestingly, African
American and Latino students expressed a greater degree of comfort with both racially/ethically
similar and different faculty compared to their white counterparts. The authors conclude that the
understanding of the various unique racial and ethnic cultural experiences can help create
intervention, including mitigating the lack of racism awareness that occurs with white students
that could lead to minority resentment of white students. Faculty should work to be more
conscious in helping reduce and eliminate intentional and unintentional faculty racism. Lastly,
the creation of racially based support and mentor programs that are focused on academic and
social support could be beneficial in supporting students of color.
Konrath, O’Brien, and Hsing (2011) examined the changes in scores on the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (IRI) in American college students over time. They accomplished this by
examining the changes in scores over time. Konrath, O’Brien and Hsing (2011) utilized a crosstemporal meta-analysis of American College student responses to the IRI to examine the
correlation between the four IRI subscales mean scores. They utilized 72 samples that included
13,737 participants, including 63.1% female and 69% Caucasian. Konrath, O’Brien, and Hsing
(2011) found that between 1979 and 2009 college student scores decreased on the IRI. There was
a significant negative correlation found between years of data collection and Empathetic Concern
(EC) and Perspective Taking (PT), which are the main components of empathy. They found that
the younger the generation, the less EC and PT college students were exhibiting. The authors
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found that women scored higher on all four scales, meaning that there may be a correlation
between empathy and gender. In studying the changes in IRI over time, there were significant
changes in IRI between 2000 and 2009, but those same changes did not occur between 1979 and
1999. In conclusion, researchers found a significant decline in the EC and PT subscales during
the 2000 – 2009 time period. Since personal distress (PD) has remained consistent over time, that
suggests that there is an increase in self-focused traits like narcissism and agency.
Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Keith Campbell, and Bushman (2008) explored the correlation
between Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) and the year the data was collected to
determine if there is a trend in the change of narcissistic traits throughout generations.
Participants were chosen from a Web of Science citation index search of previous studies that
utilized the 40 question NPI forced choice version and posted messages to the Society for
Personality and Social Psychology Listserv. With this information, they utilized a regression
equation of NPI scores from 1980’s through 2006. The sample included 16,475 college students
from 85 independent samples. The study found that between the early 1980s and 2006, college
students have scored progressively higher on the NPI, indicating that there is a correlation
between time and narcissism. In further reviewing the changes in narcissism, the researchers
found that there has been a 30% increase in 2006 compared to the 1979-1985 average. Recent
college students score is 17.29 which is nearly equivalent to that of a celebrity (17.84).
Throughout the research, women’s results have shown significant change over time with a half
standard deviation decline in difference from the 1980s until 2006, and there was found to be a
significant correlation with women’s scores and the year. In conclusion, there is a significant
correlation between narcissism and time. Although narcissism has some short-term benefits, the
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long-term consequences paid by others usually outweigh these benefits, including high selfesteem, unrealistic expectations, and self-centeredness.
These studies provide a longitudinal climate perspective in regard to student behavioral
trends over the past half century. The results of which provide qualitative and quantitative
evidence that the reoccurring trend of racist, sexist, and gender biased incidents that were
referenced earlier, at institutions across the country, are not an anomaly but part of a growing
epidemic valuing self-centeredness and lack of empathy for other citizens. The narratives that
these studies espouse directly oppose the individualization, minimization, and trivialization that
experts attempt to portray when explaining the increase in diversity related incidents in higher
education. Furthermore, these attributes expressly juxtapose the foundational principles of a
pluralistic democracy that institutions of higher education are charged to provide. In reviewing
these studies, it is evident that a new strategy on student diversity development is needed to
prepare students for this new pluralistic society.
Faculty Perspective. Throughout the development of Western education, faculty roles at
academic institutions have been held as an unblemished altruistic profession where the most
progressive and unbiased beliefs are passed along by un-opinionated individuals interested in
building a better society for all. It is this fallacy that has allowed us to unquestionably support the
production of unchecked knowledge, created for the affluent during the height of slavery and
oppression. From then to now, the institution of higher education has continued to replicate that
ideology. Now, as our higher education system reluctantly welcomes the largest group of
minorities, faculty are ill prepared to effectively teach, mentor, and address diversity in their
academic curriculum and pedagogy. This review of literature will provide us an understanding of
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faculty experience, comfort, and ability to address diversity related challenges in academic
settings and the necessity to begin understanding faculty diversity influences.
Singleton (1994) researched the process through which discrete comfort and discomfort
experiences arise and are managed by faculty as they are presented with oppression topics. The
researcher utilized an explanatory, cross sectional research design that included interviews,
comprised of open-ended questions. There were 11 individuals from four schools of social work,
located on the east coast. Three of the institutions were predominantly white institutions, and one
was historically black institution. Of the 11 individuals, 3 held a Master of Social Work (MSW)
degrees and 9 held Ph.D. degrees. Singleton found that, in general, the interviewees defined and
categorized oppression as racial oppression, neglecting other types of oppression such as
homophobia, ableism, gender bias, and any other expressions of oppression. Singleton identified
that faculty identified three challenges when trying to increase their level of discomfort, these
included: creating an interpretation of one’s own views feeling or actions, creating reasonable
and based explanations of other behaviors, and taking the necessary steps to obtain comfort. To
lessen these challenges, faculty engaged in three strategies to speak about oppression including,
speaking about oppression without oppression content, completely avoid speaking about
oppression and terminology, and clearly presenting both oppression content and terminology.
Faculty also provided rationale for decisions in regard to why teachers do or do not pursue
comfort work is due to a lack of oppression-based knowledge, lack of perceived benefits for
students, and the understanding that without oppression knowledge, faculty would not be able to
provide appropriate assistance. Lastly, faculty identified student responses to teaching
oppression-based content, this included: student indifference, in which they did not care for the
information; active student resistance, where students actively resisted and questioned content
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validity; student complaint to other faculty; and student acceptance. In conclusion, educators’
approach to presenting oppression content can appear in a variety of expressions ranging from
oppression content without terminology, no oppression and no terminology, and clearly
addressing oppression content and terminology.
Boysen and Vogel (2009) examined classroom bias from three different perspectives to
understand how professors perceive expressions, types of bias, and their responses to explicit and
implicit bias. Boysen and Vogel (2009) classified bias as either implicit or explicit, to categorize
the racially based experiences that occur in academic settings. Utilizing a questionnaire, Boysen
and Vogel (2009) surveyed 333 faculty from two institutions, which included 267 from a large
public university in the Midwest, and 66 from a small public institution in the Northeast. The
participants were 42% female, 86% white, 6% Asian, 3% Latino, and 3% multiethnic. The
research found that 27% of participants experienced explicit bias in the classroom within the last
year, prior to data collection. These incidents were composed of 47% stereotyping, 20%
offensive jokes/humor, 12% isolation/avoidance, 9% slurs, 9% insults, and 3% other types of
incidents. Of these types of biased incidents, they generally revolved around sexual orientation
(20%), race (19%), sex (16%), ethnicity (15%), religion (13%), class (10%), disability (3%), and
other (4%). Of these incidents, Boysen and Vogel (2009) found that faculty responded in a
variety of techniques including utilizing the incident as a reason for discussion, responding with
a rebuttal, direct confrontation, utilizing corrective information, allowed the student to deliver a
counter argument, private confrontation, and ignoring the situation. In regard to implicit bias,
Boysen and Vogel (2009) found that 30% of professors noticed implicit bias, composed of micro
assaults, micro insults, and microinvalidation. The research found that 25% of faculty responded
with direct confrontation, followed by discussion (19%), providing rebuttals (13%), asking for
36

counter arguments (7%), private confrontation (7%), and correcting ignorance (5%). The
professors self-ranked the effectiveness of their response to explicit and implicit bias with 43%
and 36%, respectively, believing that they were successful. Furthermore, over 40% of
respondents were not able to assess the effectiveness of their response. In conclusion, female
professors were more likely than men professors to experience bias, which manifested itself most
commonly as stereotyping (explicit) and verbal derogation (implicit). Few professors ignored
bias in their classroom, but approximately 60% of those professors who did respond either did a
poor job in responding or did not have the foundational knowledge and understanding by which
to base their self-evaluation.
Laird (2011) researched how many faculty reported including diversity into the different
elements of their courses, including determining the structure of the 12 diversity inclusion items,
and if women are more likely to include diversity in their course than men. Laird (2011) factored
in their tenure status, racial ethnic group, or length of time teaching, and whether upper division
courses more inclusive of diversity than lower division courses. Laird (2011) utilized a study
based within the 2007 administration of the course-based survey of the Faculty Survey of
Student Engagement (FSSE). Specifically, the questions included in an addendum for research
and development. The survey included 7,101 faculty members from 100 baccalaureate-granting
colleges and universities. The sample was 45% female, 80% white, 3% African American, 3%
Asian American, 3% Hispanic American, 3% Racial/Ethnic Minority including American Indian
and multiracial, and 8% indicated no preference. 71% of the participants had a doctorate, of
which 12% were part time lecturers, 13% were full time lecturers/instructors, 24% assistant
professors, and 27% full professors. Laird (2011) found that diversity was being included across
curriculum, in a variety of ways. In survey items that pertained to the inclusion of diversity in
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course content, purpose, goals, and perspectives, between 40 and 58% of instructors stated that
they were engaging a lot in their courses. For items that were designed to understand how faculty
included diversity in their coursework (i.e. pedagogy, classroom environment, evaluation, and
adjustment), 72% stated that this was done a lot. Almost all teachers surveyed, 96%, stated that
they were creating an environment to optimize learning. In regard to inclusive learning, 32% of
participants selected a score above a three, on a 5 Point Likert Scale, on diversity grounding,
while 71% averaged above a three, on the scale of inclusive learning. Women were found to
score higher than men on each scale as did faculty of color score higher than their white
colleagues. Faculty in the soft fields scored higher that their peers in the hard fields. In
conclusion, diversity is being included in many courses, in the institutions included in this
research, in one of the eight other aspects of course besides content. Specifically, diversity is
likely to be included in the soft disciplines more than the hard disciplines. It was found that
approximately 60% of respondents emphasized course content from other cultures very little to
some which Laird (2011) contributes to the challenge of incorporating diversity into content
heavy classes such as those in the STEM fields. The author found that courses intended to fulfill
a diversity requirement, does so to a greater degree than those that do not fill a diversity
requirement.
These studies highlight the fact that one in three students experience bias in a classroom
setting during their college experience. Furthermore, when these encounters occur, Boysen and
Vogel (2009) found that approximately 60% and 70% of professors were not able to self-rank the
effectiveness of their response to explicit or implicit bias, respectively, satisfactorily. This
research provides us with a picture that faculty and students are encountering these situations at
high rates and are consistently not able to, prepared to, or willing to effectively address the
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situation, educate their students, and learn from the incident. In understanding that faculty are the
foundation of the higher education institution and the core of the academic curriculum, this
finding clearly identifies an inability to support and validate diversity within the academic
setting. If institutions are interested in challenging the diversity stigma on higher education
campuses, institutions must understand the importance that the faculty, the gate holders of
knowledge, hold on campus.
This research provides the contextual lens by which to view the topic of how faculty
include diversity in their academic curriculum. Specifically, this research establishes an
understanding of why diversity is important to students and faculty, in this specific time of
educational development. Through this review, the researcher has identified that there is
quantitative and qualitative evidence that diversity in higher education institutions not only
benefits the underrepresented populations, but also benefits the majority populations of those
same institutions (Chang, Astin, & Kim, 2004; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002).
Furthermore, this research provides an understanding that throughout the past couple of decades,
although there has been an increase in diversity in higher education, there has also been an
increase in self-centered morals and values in students, leading to an environment high in
diversity and low in pluralistic values. Unite these espoused student values with the lack of
faculty preparedness and our institutions, specifically the academic aspects, and institutions are
ripe for the continuance of systemic devaluation of diversity and diverse individuals unless there
is an intentional effort to reimagine the way academic and diversity intersect.
Individual Beliefs and Institutional Culture
Hurtado (2001) stated, “While the curriculum may acquaint students with the cultural
legacies that make up a pluralistic society, it may be that the college peer group provides the
39

opportunity to experience this knowledge firsthand and learn how to negotiate differences” (p.
200). It is within this intersection of academic curriculum, individual beliefs, and institutional
culture that this research centers itself. In attempting to validate the necessity of the engagement
of diversity in academic curriculum, institutions must understand the interconnectedness of
individual beliefs and institutional culture.
Syed (2010) investigated the memorable experiences of students regarding the
intersection of ethnicity and academics and whether the experiences varied by ethnicity, year in
school, and major. Syed (2010) utilized an exploratory narrative survey that was adopted from
the Self-Defining Memory Questionnaire. Syed (2010) included 230 participants in their study,
with 68% identifying as female, 53% white, 20% mixed identity, 15% Asian American, and 11%
Latino. Black and Middle Eastern students were not included due to low response rates. Syed
(2010) found that the most frequently occurring story was in regard to the experience of
prejudice (42%), followed by learning about culture (26%), difficult dialogue (16%), and
awareness of diversity (16%). Most of the stories revolving about learning about diversity
occurred in the classroom. Asian Americans were most likely to recount stories regarding
experience of prejudice. Mixed ethnicity students most frequently told stories about sharing
culture or experiences of prejudice. Syed (2010) concluded that the vast majority of these stories
took place in a classroom setting, identifying the academic classroom setting as an integral
location for the development of ethnic identity due to class content or interactions with a diverse
group of peers. White students told stories of placing too much emphasis on diversity and
preferred to minimize these ideas through color blindness and equality. Syed (2010) concluded
that the classroom environment is the common location for majority of experiences and that
special attention should be paid to issues of diversity in the classroom and that additional training
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should be provided to teachers to assist them in turning ethnic based conversations into teaching
moments.
Valentine, Prentice, Torres, and Arellano (2012) examined how faculty at a southwest
border campus perceived cross racial interactions (CRI) in the context of their teaching. The
researchers utilized a single instrumental case study that was based upon 5 focus group
interviews utilizing participants from a community college, with 7,000 students, and university,
with 18,000 students, that share a single campus. The sample size was 27 faculty with half from
each institution. Valentine, Prentice, Torres, and Arellano (2012) found that faculty strongly
valued CRIs, which they believed helped students gain different perspectives, prepare for life
after college, engage in critical thinking, and reflect upon their own positions and assumptions.
Additionally, they also believe that CRIs help students cultivate critical thinking skills and
reflecting upon their own assumptions and viewpoints. They also found that faculty were
challenged due to the fact that they were unprepared or uncertain about what to do as instructors,
when majority students positioned themselves as minority students due to regional
demographics.
In regard to their self-perceived responsibility in facilitating CRI’s and goals, if they had
any, half of the participants perceived responsibilities and goals related to fostering CRIs. These
faculty also felt greater efficacy. They believed it was their responsibility to utilize CRIs to shift
power dynamics between white and minority students, encouraging interactions to see each other
as resources. Half of the participants did not have a goal or feel a responsibility to support CRIs,
even though they stated that it was important to them. The authors last finding was in regard to
diversity in light of living somewhere else in the country, including that a background with
diversity affected current perceptions of diversity. There was a gap between faculty who believe
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their areas were diverse and those who did not. In conclusion, CRIs are important because they
allow students to learn new and different ways to perceive challenges, problem solve, observe
different world views, and view themselves within their social context. Faculty saw the
importance of CRIs event even if they were not sure how students benefited from them and
faculty felt a self-perceived responsibility to promote CRIs. Faculty felt inadequately prepared to
handle conversations about diversity in the classroom. Therefore, there needs to be a clear
message sent to the campus by administration about the important of CRIs and provide necessary
training.
Chang, Astin, and Kim (2004) investigated the effects of cross racial interaction on
student outcomes, and the conditions that help promote cross racial interactions. Utilizing a
survey data from the Cooperative Institutional Research Program, by HERI at UCLA, they
utilized longitudinal survey data from the beginning and end of each student’s college
experience. The data was sourced from 9,703 students located at 134 colleges, excluding twoyear institutions and Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU). Chang, Astin, and
Kim (2004) found that diversity experiences are positively associated with most outcomes.
Regardless of types of interaction and levels of diversity, students of color are most likely to
engage in cross racial interactions. The effects of racial diversity are positive for white students
through all forms of diversity. Generic interaction in the classroom has the largest positive effect
across all measured outcomes. Furthermore, generic interactions in classroom were correlated
with cross racial experiences, occurred more frequently than other experiences, and had more
consistent effect on outcomes. In conclusion, the classroom environment creates an opportunity
for consistent positive effects on all student outcomes.
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The researcher is also able to understand that individual beliefs influence institutional
culture. Syed (2010) observed that the academic setting is where most of his stories about
experiencing prejudice occurred, and the academic classroom setting was an integral location for
the development of ethnic identity. Valentine, Prentice, Torres, and Arellano (2012) found that,
due to unclear administrative directives, faculty were inadequately prepared to handle classroom
conversations about diversity, leaving students and faculty to work through challenging
situations without guidance or structure. Finally, Chang, Astin, and Kim (2004) discovered that
generic interactions in the classroom were correlated with cross racial experiences across
campus. This is integral to diversity inclusion in academic curriculum as the classroom can
positively or negatively affect the institutional culture through increased student interaction, and
the institution can positively or negatively affect the classroom through clear directives, training,
and support.
How Faculty Influence Student Beliefs
To this point, the review has provided clear qualitative and quantitative research
demonstrating the importance of diversity in higher education and the multitude of positive
benefits that are bestowed upon all students, underrepresented and represented alike. A distinct
correlation between individual student beliefs and institutional culture have been demonstrated.
The question now begins to shift from how to create an institutional climate that supports and
engages in diversity, to how to influence student beliefs about diversity. Earlier, in the review of
research validating the importance of diversity, the research clearly outlined three facets in which
institutions can engage and attempt to mature their student populations in diversity development
and engagement. These three facets include: informal interactional diversity, structural diversity,
and classroom diversity. The research presents overwhelming evidence has validated that
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structural diversity in students in higher education is rising at rates never seen before. Yet,
research is showing that with all the additional structural diversity and strategic planning, there is
still minimal cross-cultural engagement (Haslerig, Bernhard, Fuentes, Panter, Daye, & Allen,
2013). Therefore, higher education diversity efforts should begin to focus on diversity inclusion
in academic curriculum. To do this, institutions of higher education must understand the
individuals who are charged with educating our students and preparing them in every way to
become productive citizens in a pluralistic society.
Pedagogy. The most influential aspect of classroom education and the least diversity
integrated area is within the curriculum and in the utilization of non-inclusive pedagogy. The
review will provide support that the inclusion of diversity in curriculum and how the use of
inclusive pedagogy has increased diversity engagement in professional schools (Sleeter, 1995).
Tatum (1992, 1994) found that effective pedagogy can have positive effects on White Racial
Identity Development model. This section will provide evidence that classroom pedagogy has
been effective in engaging students in diversity in a variety of settings including professional
programs and graduate course works.
Lawrence and Bunche (1996) examined whether a race-focused multicultural education
at the undergraduate level could alter white students’ perceptions about race and racism and thus,
influence the development of the individuals’ white racial identity. The authors utilized a
qualitative case study of 5 participants from an all-girls liberal arts school that were enrolled in
the Education 205: Race, Class, Culture, and Gender in the classroom. This class is a
requirement for all teacher education students. Lawrence and Bunche (1996) found that all
students were involved in the class found a new or increase awareness of racism. Students
learned about the different dimensions of multicultural education, including the intersectionality
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of various “isms”, prevalence of racial privilege, throughout educational season and that they did
not have to accept societal norms. Participants identified that gaining new information was an
uncomfortable process. In conclusion, all of the women in the case study progressed along
Helm’s Model of Racial Identity Development including that none of the participants were in the
contact (initial) stage at the completion of the study. Throughout the course of a semester, race
based multicultural education can work to help unlearn racial misconceptions that individuals
have throughout the course of a semester. Students identified that additional coursework and
support was needed to continue providing assistance to the ongoing challenges they would meet
during the process and beyond.
Haslerig, Bernhard, Fuentes, Panter, Daye, and Allen (2013) studied the educational
benefits of diversity, the consequences that are brought about by the lack of structural diversity,
and the conditions necessary to reap the benefits of classroom level diversity. They examined
these questions by creating a case study from the second part of a mixed methods study, the
Educational Diversity Project, which researched diversity in Law Schools via a survey and focus
groups of three to five individuals. There were 203 participants from 12 law schools located in
San Francisco Bay Area, New York City, Washington, DC, and the Research Triangle in North
Carolina, of which 61% were female, 50% white, 27% black, 11% Asian American/ Pacific
Islander, 9% Latino, and 3% other. They found that structural diversity by itself is not enough to
satisfactorily explain the relationship between diversity and increased student learning and
school quality. There is a positive correlation between structural diversity and diverse
interactions and diversity in classroom levels and the opportunity to view diverse perspectives.
Structural diversity assists students in relating to diverse clientele as professionals. Classroom
diversity allows various perspectives to remain grounded and concrete. Diverse interactions
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allow voices to be combined with content knowledge and doctrine, to help keep moral compass
through education. Lack of structural diversity inhibits a class’ ability to have a conversation
with a full range of perspectives, and it creates an environment where tokenism and silencing
could occur. It is the faculty’s responsibility to initiate and activate the diversity in classroom
with sound pedagogical methodology, specifically by fostering class discussion in a method that
promotes diverse conversations and allows for a space and place in the classrooms. Without
intentional facilitation, the positive effects of structural diversity are rendered useless. Professors
need to be trained and provided with the skills to facilitate this dialogue, including how to
incorporate diversity, avoid tokenism, create ground rules, and facilitate discussion. In
conclusion, participants valued the educational benefit of having structural diversity on the
classroom level as it allowed classroom conversations to remain concrete and practical, and it
allowed a greater number of perspectives than that of the professor and majority students. The
classroom environment provides the ideal environment for Allport’s (1954) contact theory, by
allowing for equal status, common goals, support for authority, and intergroup cooperation.
Through this research, there is evidence that classroom diversity is an effective tool in
engaging students in the difficult and oftentimes challenging process of diversity engagement.
The academic atmosphere allows students a structured, supportive environment to open up and
participate in diverse and inclusive conversations. Lawrence and Bunche (1996) found in
diversity inclusion in curriculum assisted all participants progress through the White Racial
Identity Model. Within their study, participants reported feelings of naiveté, guilt, and shame for
knowing minimal amounts of information about the topic. This is integral with being able to
validate the necessity of diversity. Haslerig, Bernhard, Fuentes, Panter, Daye, and Allen (2013)
also identifies the negative outcomes that could occur with without intentional facilitation or
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with poor facilitation, including silencing, tokenism, and the rendering useless of structural
diversity. Lawrence and Bunche (1996) concluded that academic faculty need to be provided the
skills and knowledge to effectively integrate and facilitate diversity conversations in their
courses. This same ideology is espoused by a majority of higher education institutions and
faculty, yet there is a disconnect between theory and practice. From the research, this disconnect
is a subconscious challenge that our faculty encounter when attempting to integrate diversity
inclusion into practice. This review proposes that this disconnect lies in epistemology, which is
also the second area that institutions must target to increase diversity engagement in academic
curriculum.
Epistemology. Epistemology, described earlier as the understanding of knowledge and
how it is created, is a key factor to changing the paradigm around diversity engagement in higher
education institutions. Through fundamentally engaging someone’s foundational knowledge,
faculty would be able to guide students on a challenging and enlightening journey to critically
understand where many of the student’s single stories come from and process whether those are
values that they truly hold. This section will review research in regard to how epistemology can
influence faculty pedagogy and challenge students to rethink previously held beliefs.
Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017) investigated various hypotheses pertaining to the
correlations between domain, pedagogical focus, and epistemological beliefs. Specifically,
Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017) hypothesized: a) those individuals of the hard domain will
show a higher teacher focus via teaching conceptions and will report fewer relativistic
epistemological beliefs; b) academics will show more relativist domain specific epistemological
beliefs regarding their own domain versus others domains; c) academics and students will differ
with regards to their conceptions of teaching and epistemological beliefs with academics having
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more relativistic epistemological beliefs than students; d) the more the relativistic
epistemological belief is will relate positively to a student-focused conception of teaching and
negatively to a teacher-focused conception of teaching. Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017)
utilized a paper and pencil questionnaire that included the Approaches to Teaching Inventory
(ATI), the Domain-specific Epistemological Beliefs Questionnaire (DEBQ), demographic
questions, and short answer completion of the following prompt, “I believe that for teaching to
be good, it is important that…” The faculty sample included 72 lecturers, including 37 from the
natural sciences/math and 35 from the social science and arts faculty. Of these individuals, 23
were full professors, 1 was a lecturer, and 47 were research assistants (pre/post-doctoral) with the
average age of 40.24, 25% female, and 75% male. The student sample included 309 students, of
which, 198 were from natural sciences/math and 111 were from social sciences or art. The
median age for the student population was 22.44, and 42% were female. Pauler-Kuppinger and
Jucks (2017) found that the hard domain exhibited a higher teacher focus and a lower student
focus in their concepts of teaching. Additionally, individuals regardless of their domain
evaluated knowledge in the hard domain as being more certain and simple than knowledge in the
soft domain. Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017) also found that academics had a higher student
focus and lower teacher focus than students. Post Hoc comparisons revealed that academics in
the soft domain believed knowledge to be less certain and simple than their students, where
academics and students in the hard domain, did not differ significantly. The two groups differed
in regard to their concepts of teaching, with academics holding more relativistic epistemological
beliefs than students. Individuals in the soft domain developed increasingly relativistic beliefs
the further they progressed in their academic career and exhibited a correlation between specified
semester of study and student focused concepts of teaching. Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017)
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found an association between concepts of teaching and epistemology which show that the more
relativistic epistemological beliefs about certainty and simplicity of knowledge related positively
to a student-focused and negatively to a teacher/content focused orientation towards teaching. In
conclusion, academics considered their own activity and information transmission to be less
important for good teaching and focused more on student activity and conceptual development
than the students did, which according to Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017) had not been
shown before. Students also enter college with ill-informed preconceptions about being an
independent learner and being personally responsible for one’s own knowledge. Students who
progress to higher semesters of study were found to evolve in their concepts about teaching from
teacher-centered to student-centered and develop a more relativistic epistemological belief.
Research exhibits that individuals in the hard domain view the knowledge in their domain as
simple and certain, with teaching revolving around knowledge transmission and less with student
constructivist learning process. Whereas, knowledge in the soft sciences is considered to be
complex and less certain. With disciplines having unique values, ways of being, practices based
in their knowledge, professors need to understand their student’s beliefs and clearly outline
student roles in their academic development. This can be fostered via intentional
interdisciplinary professional development initiatives which can assist academics in hard content
heavy domains create opportunities to support student learning through student-focused
conceptions of teaching.
Hofer (2004) examined the four epistemological dimensions, including certainty of
knowledge, simplicity of knowledge, source of knowledge, and justification of knowledge,
represented in context, and how individuals interpret these instructional practices
epistemological in two undergraduate science courses. To achieve this aim, Hofer utilized a
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qualitative case study, combining class observations and interviews with students. Of the 25
participants, 13 females and 12 males. In regard to race/ethnicity, there was 1 Hispanic, 2
African American, 5 Asian Americans, and 17 Caucasians. Hofer found representation of all four
epistemological dimensions within his study at various levels. Simplicity of knowledge (SOK) is
defined in Hofer (2004) by Schommer (1990, 1994) as beliefs regarding the perception of
knowledge ranging from a collection of facts to be a network of concepts; these can be described
as discrete, concrete, or relative, contingent, or contextual. SOK presented itself through students
understanding of assessment methods where they desired the simple concrete nature of multiplechoice exams vs the contextual nature of open choice exams, which initially students found
problematic and unfamiliar. The formulaic methods of preparation that suited them well in high
school, ended up making it difficult to perform well on the new types of assessments. Certain
students were able to understand the why behind the new assessment methods transitioning from
the sets of belief. The four students with the simplistic view of knowledge, ended up dropping
the general chemistry class. Exposure to new practices encouraged them to reconsider their
previous views of knowledge, which were reinforced by previous experiences. The review
process also provided insight into the representation of the simplicity of knowledge, though the
direct/indirect messages via review sessions. The general chemistry professor provided time to
solve specific problems, whereas the organic chemistry teacher provided students time to inquire
about the problem, concepts, formulas, and facts. By the completion of the term, all but three
students were accepting of review and assessment strategies that acknowledged the complexity
and interrelationship of ideas. Certainty of knowledge, the second factor that Hofer (2004)
examined, is describes the continuum that knowledge is fixed to knowledge being tentative and
continually evolving. Students were asked to define truth, and they responded with a variety of
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responses, even though none of the students described knowledge as certain, many of them
described a belief that included a significant amount of certainty of knowledge. Throughout the
semester as students began to transition from fixed to tentative knowledge paradigms, their belief
was heavily opinion based, and for others, this transition was challenging to verbalize.
Eventually, some students were able to actively reflect on previously held beliefs and were able
to describe and verbalize their transition to knowledge being less fixed and more tentative, with
the continued ability to reflect back and reevaluate knowledge. This mental digestion (grapple)
of information was exhibited through the intersection of information from their chemistry class
and psychology class which stated that in science, there are theories and explanations which are
all regarded as tentative due to the fact that scientist is never completely satisfied with a final
explanation. This statement afforded researchers the opportunity to understand the student’s
conceptual understanding. Source of knowledge is the third dimension that conceptualizes the
origination of knowledge either residing in an external authority whom transmits it to an
individual to the idea of self as a knower, in which one has the ability to construct their own
knowledge. In conceptualizing this idea, researchers posed questions about the source of
knowledge expertise and their reliance on external authorities. Students struggled with
identifying the source of knowledge between the professor and text during their transition from
high school to college. Furthermore, the internet has become an important source of knowledge.
Throughout the semester, students began to identify the educator’s role as assisting students to
make reasonable judgements in evaluating the source of knowledge, which eventually led to
students viewing themselves as makers of meaning. This opportunity allowed students the ability
to step back and evaluate other's ideas and listen to one’s own beliefs to determine valid
knowledge. The last dimension that is discussed is the justification of knowledge, which includes
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how individuals evaluate knowledge claims with the use of evidence, authority, expertise, and
evaluation of experts. This concept was presented with the notion that ideas can never be proven
factual; they can only be proven wrong. Throughout the semester, students understanding of the
concept transitioned from there being factual knowledge to knowledge being ever changing. In
conclusion, the researcher found that the interaction between students’ beliefs and how
instructors presented, supported, and created rationale for curriculum and how it can changed
student belief needs more attention. Throughout the semester of constructivist teaching, students
were able to move beyond the dualist view of knowledge. Students entering college exhibited
views of authority, that is reinforced via high school instructional practices, and give authority to
the expertness of text over faculty. This textual authority was shown to persist into college and
shows an ignorance in regard to faculty expertise. Through a thorough explanation of class
curriculum and its creation, this may assist students in understanding instructional expertise.
Additionally, study groups can provide a link between constructivist group work and
sophisticated knowledge. Ultimately, researchers concluded that during the transitional months
into college, by altering epistemological beliefs, an alteration within sense of self may occur.
Students struggled with self-identity after previously held beliefs were challenged intellectually
and epistemologically and spoke of going home and facing individuals who were once infallible
authorities including parents, teachers, and religious leaders. These beliefs which are most
malleable during early college years, challenging previously held beliefs and knowledge and
shift in authority, should also prompt students to challenge their own self-identity and
relationship to others.
Schraw and Olafson (2002) investigated whether there is evidence that teachers endorse
the three world views (Realist, Contextualist, and Relativist), if some teachers endorse world
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views not included in the three-group classification system, and if there is a link between
epistemological world views and classroom practices. This was achieved utilizing a mixed
methods approach, which included a survey (consisting of the Epistemic Belief Inventory, Need
for Cognition Scale, and Motivation for teaching scale), 50-minute interview, and document
analysis. There was a total of 24 teacher participants, with experience ranging from one to fifteen
years, with 2.7 years average, 22 female participant and two male participants, and 3 were
substitute teachers, while 18 were elementary teachers, and three were middle school teachers.
The ethnicity was primarily Caucasian. Schraw and Olafson (2002) found that age was correlated
with the Omniscient Authority scale, suggesting that the older teachers become, the less likely
they are to accept the views of authority as they get older. Additionally, the authors found years
of teaching was positively related to beliefs in Simple Knowledge or Omniscient Authority, that
intrinsic motivation was related to the relativist belief (Schraw & Olafson, 2002). Schraw and
Olafson (2002) found that as years of teaching increase, beginning teachers were more likely to
endorse a contextualist world view, however beginning teachers were prone to engage in realist
positions. In discussing the relationship between epistemology and teaching practices, the
authors found that the two items were not strongly related. Additionally, teachers encountered a
variety of barriers in attempting to integrate personal epistemology into their teaching such as,
lack of experience, time constraints that induce survival mode, administrative obstacles, and lack
of professional culture. In conclusion, teachers endorsed a variety of epistemological beliefs, and
of those the beliefs, engage student-centered instruction is most beneficial. They also concluded
that epistemological world views fall into a small number of categories, usually two or three.
Lastly, they found that there are important discrepancies between what teachers say and do, and
there are minimal clear links between epistemological belief and teaching practices with most
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teachers adopting a teacher-centered teaching strategy, even though they rarely support this
position theoretically.
Through this review, there is clear evidence that epistemology can effectively challenge
and influence students to question fundamental ideas and that epistemology can evolve
throughout an individual’s maturation process in regard to career or life (Schraw & Olafson,
2002). Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks (2017) found that students enter college with misconceptions
of the creation of knowledge, believing that knowledge is created externally from outside
authorities. However, as they progress through their education, if provided with sound
epistemologically based education, they are able to re-envision the knowledge creation process
and take ownership of the knowledge that they form. This concept supports Hoffer’s (2004)
findings that exposure to new epistemological practices prompted students to reconsider previous
views of knowledge that was supported by prior experiences. Additionally, Schraw and Olafson
(2002) found that beginning teachers hold more realist beliefs, yet as they mature, they tend to
gravitate toward contextualist beliefs. This research provides evidence that through the use of
effective epistemological based education strategies, educators can move beyond the surface
level of simply providing tools to engage diversity, to comprehensively engaging the why
students hold certain opinions.
It is through these two concepts of epistemology and pedagogy, that diversity can be
effectively engaged, integrated in academic curriculum, and provided across academic
curriculum. Through understanding and utilizing the epistemological dimensions, faculty can
create inclusive pedagogy to provide holistic educational opportunities while also incorporating
diversity into their curriculum. This review provides evidence that through their practices,
faculty can integrate diversity, engaging students and ultimately challenging long held beliefs.
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These opportunities provide students opportunities to think, discuss, defend, and evolve in their
thinking, understanding that they too can be creators of knowledge.
Factors Influencing Faculty Teaching
Up to this point, this review has explored research in regard to the importance of
diversity, the perception and diversity experiences of students and faculty, how individual
experiences influence institutional culture, and how faculty can influence student’s diversity
engagement. This section of our literature review will focus on the various factors that influence
faculty curriculum. Specifically, in this section the researcher will review internal and external
factors, racial influences, and diversity-based influences that influence faculty teaching. The
information presented in this section will allow us to further understand research revolving
around faculty influences in regard to diversity inclusion within their curriculum.
Allan and Estler (2005) investigated how a group of educational leadership faculty
members at a predominantly white institution work collectively to promote an understanding of
sociocultural identity differences. Specifically, seeking to understand how did the group
articulate meanings of sociocultural identity differences and their relevance to educational
leadership, and why did this faculty group choose to pursue a collaborative exploration of
diverse/sociocultural identity difference over an extended period of time. The researchers utilized
a qualitative case study that interpreted meeting minutes and interviews of 7 faculty located in
the College of Education and Human Development at the University of Maine. The researchers
were participant observers as they were the sample group for their research. The findings show
that initially, all participants reported little or no change in their conceptualization of diversity
over the first 15 months of the project, yet over time, they began to become aware of and discuss
the concept of White privilege as an effective explanatory framework. Additionally, the
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following themes arose during their investigation: it was the right thing to do in preparing future
leaders for a democratic society, it fills a gap in knowledge, it doubled as a personal interest
topic, and past life experiences contributed to understanding and commitment. Eventually,
participants changed their practices to be more inclusive of diversity content, which was fostered
by conversations resulting from readings and discussions. Others, who did not change their style,
received resistance. Additional results that came from the study were the reframing of
discrimination to privilege and its ability to assist students with a lens to understand the
relevance of racial diversity. Faculty spoke of the challenges in justifying their goals and the lack
of resources including time and educational leadership courses. Faculty made it appear as though
finding materials was an exhaustive task. In conclusion. Allan and Estler (2005) found that the
balancing of faculty time and attention was a challenge in addressing diversity. Little attention
was given to participant privilege. The following factors potentially inhibit the completion of the
project including fears and risks of working through diversity issues, uncovering self-privilege,
competing priorities with time and demands, lack of formal reward in tenure process, and an
uneven commitment to engagement of curriculum. The following factors enhanced the project,
including institutional support, additional research opportunity, opportunistic engagement of
situation, and individual factors. In summary, the researchers found that it is integral to any
project to have departmental support with resources and content development
Park and Denson (2009) investigated how did diversity varied within subsets of faculty
and what were the predictors of faculty attitudes regarding race. They utilized data, which was
part of a triennial national survey of college and university faculty conducted in 2004-05 by the
Higher Education Research Institute at the University of California, Los Angeles, to perform
descriptive and multivariate analyses to explore the link between demographic characteristics
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and employed block entry regression analysis to indicate linear relationships between
independent variable. The sample used consisted of 38,580 faculty members from 414 colleges
and universities, who were full time undergraduate teaching faculty. Park and Denson (2009)
found that the possibility of a faculty member holding a Diversity Advocate identity is
influenced by various traits, backgrounds, and values. Descriptive analyses identified that racial/
ethnic minorities, women, and those who are faculty for English, Social Science, and Humanities
were likely to strongly agree with items on the Diversity Advocacy scale. Descriptive analyses
showed a significant split between men and women within their respective departments. The
Multivariate analyses identified that Diversity Advocacy is strongly related to political
orientation, incorporating race/gender into teaching and research, as well as maintaining civic
minded values. Women were more likely to score high on the Diversity Advocacy scale while
faculty of color were more likely to be advocates than White faculty. Political orientation was
significantly related to Diversity Advocacy. Institutionally, four-year institutions were
significantly more likely to be Diversity Advocates, while faculty at schools with higher
percentages of students of color were less likely to score as high. Academics had less of an effect
on Diversity Advocacy than a faculty member work related behavior, attitude, values, and
perceptions. Instructing courses in physical science, math, and statics had a strong negative
impact after being controlled for work experiences, faculty values, perceptions, and goals.
Descriptive analyses identified that overall faculty in math, science, and business-related fields
were likely to score low in Diversity Advocacy. Civic values, positive perception of institutional
climate, and being spiritual were positive predictors for Diversity Advocacy. In conclusion,
faculty Diversity Advocacy is related to a number of traits including race/ethnicity, academic
discipline, incorporation of readings related to race/ethnicity and gender, and civic value. Park
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and Denson (2009) recommended that to increase Diversity Advocacy, institutions should
continue to recruit and retain diverse faculty, create innovate strategies to foster more campus
diversity buy in from STEM faculty, and promote civic responsibility among faculty members.
Mayhew & and Grunwald (2006) researched factors contributing to the inclusion of
diversity related content by faculty. Specifically, they were interested in answering the previous
question by researching if faculty’s likelihood on including diversity related content differed
based upon gender, race, race interaction, rank, and or department; the affect that departments or
institutional beliefs influenced faculty; the effect of personal beliefs on praxis; and if workshop
participation helped facilitate their decision to incorporate diversity. Utilizing a modified survey
developed by the Higher Education Research Institute at University of California at Los Angeles,
the authors surveyed 833 faculty members from large Mid-Western predominantly white
institutions (PWI). Of that, 336 of the surveys were useable. Of the useable surveys, there 67
tenured, 16 tenure tracked, and 17 non-tenure tracked, 86 were nonwhite, and 59% male. In
reviewing faculty likelihood to incorporate diversity by demographics, Mayhew and Grunwald
(2006) found that race and sex were significant factors in predicting diversity inclusion, with
those factors reaching statistical significance when the relationship between race and likeliness is
dependent upon faculty member’s sex. They also found that male and female faculty of color are
more likely than their white counterparts to incorporate diversity. Education faculty were less
likely to incorporate diversity in relation to arts and sciences, business administration, and fine
arts. Tenure, sexual orientation, and time at institution were not found to be significant
predictors. In understanding the effect of departmental commitment to diversity on faculty, four
of the six variables studied were found to reach statistical significance. Faculty who were likely
to agree that their department emphasized the importance of diversity in their field, were
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receptive to integrating gender and racial issues in courses, and their department chair should be
committed to promoting respect for group differences were all more likely to incorporate
diversity in their academic curriculum. Conversely, departments that believed that lack of
women was an obstacle in increasing departmental diversity were less likely to incorporate
diversity. In researching institutional commitments, they found that only one of nine variables
were a significant predictor of diversity inclusion, which was that top campus administrators
were genuinely committed to promoting respect for understanding of group differences at the
institution. In regard to the effect of faculty belief, faculty were less likely to include diversity
related content if the faculty were likely to agree that affirmative action leads to the hiring of less
qualified faculty and staff. Mayhew and Grunwald (2006) found that the most powerful predictor
of diversity related content, was prior participation in activities designed to promote sensitivity
towards diversity issues. In conclusion, the model described had an 86% success rate in
predicting faculty members decisions to incorporate diversity inclusion. Furthermore, they
identified that departmental commitment to diversity related content is more important than
institutional commitment. Mayhew and Grunwald (2006) concluded that two factors ultimately
guide faculty’s decision to include diversity related content, including: the relationship between
faculty beliefs about diversity and their perception of the institutions; and their departments
commitment to diversity.
Charbeneau (2015) researched what transformative enactments look like for white
teachers that serve to challenge the hegemony of whiteness in the classroom. This qualitative
information was gathered by interviews. Participant demographics include 18 white male faculty
working at a predominantly white institution, located at a Midwest Extensive Research 1
institution. There were nine females and nine males, located in the humanities (5), natural
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sciences (6), and social sciences (7). Charbeneau (2015) found that transforming enactments of
whiteness can be classified into two categories, which include: expressing racial awareness and
challenging white dominance. Founded in his interviews, Charbeneau further delineates these
two categories into specific actions. Specifically, expressing racial awareness can be actualized
through the disclosing of white identity by white faculty, acknowledging and attending to racial
plurality, by revealing white hegemony, where it presents itself, and revealing one’s location
within the system of white privilege. Disclosing white identity can include the acknowledgment
of one’s own presence and that of their students in regard to whiteness and articulating the
impact of that whiteness impresses on social interactions. This can work to help destabilize the
unstated hierarchal of normal faculty/student relations and began creating academic safe spaces.
Acknowledging and attending to racial plurality is the understanding and acknowledgment that
other cultures and values are legitimate. This was accomplished by providing multiple voices in
academic curriculum and altering pedagogical approaches including delivery, materials, and
assessment. In understanding that the dominant narrative in society is based in the white racial
perspective, through revealing white hegemony, it helps people view whiteness as an instrument
of racial dominance, and then, by identifying one’s location in systemic oppression, it creates a
concrete visualization of an abstract concept. The second category of challenging white
dominance that was found in interviews can be actualized by creating diverse alliance and
altering structure/cultures that support white dominance. Through the creation of diverse
alliances, ally behavior can challenge and disrupt patterns of white dominance that can manifest
via racially inappropriate behaviors or creating support for individuals who have experienced an
exclusionary or damaging exchange. Lastly, exposure to various ways of knowing and being and
providing students opportunities to reconsider and act personally will help alter the culture and
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structures that support white dominance. The author also identifies that faculty find it
challenging to connect pedagogical intentions with praxis and that teaching a racially
transformative pedagogy is contrary to the historical traditional paradigm of higher education.
Additionally, Charbeneau found that transformative practices were reported more often by
faculty in the humanities and social sciences than the natural sciences. Charbeneau concludes
that whiteness is permitted to continue to manifest in higher education by allowing the
assumption that faculty are unbiased conveyors of knowledge, uninfluenced or affected by their
or their student’s identities and the larger societal system of race.
This research provided a summary of research that has occurred in understanding what
influences and hinders faculty to engage in diversity inclusion in their curriculum. Allan and
Estler (2005) summarized that the competing demands of faculty, the lack of formal rewards
within job description, superficial commitment to curricular engagement, and ultimately
uncovering self-privilege are challenges that many faculty have never had to face. With that in
mind, institutionally, the research aspect of the work was favored and celebrated. Park and
Denson (2009) credited a faculty’s members desire to incorporate diversity to a number of
factors including gender, race/ethnicity, academic discipline, and civic values. The promotion of
civic responsibility was a leading factor in diversity inclusion (Park & Denson, 2009). These
findings all fall in line with Mayhew and Grunwald’s (2006) factors that influence diversity
inclusion, which stem from the relationship between faculty’s beliefs about diversity, their
perception of the institutions, and the departments commitment to diversity. These factors
culminated in Charbeneau’s research regarding white male faculty and their hinderance to
integrate diversity into their curriculum. Charbeneau found that white faculty have trouble
connecting pedagogical intentions with praxis. Although race is integral in understanding
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diversity inclusion, gender and disciplinary differences also play a factor in sustaining or altering
institutional norms. Throughout each section departmental support seems to be one of the most
important factors that contribute to the success of diversity inclusion.
White Allyship
The last section of the literature review will review literature that revolves around the
notion of White Allyship. White Allyship will be discussed in a variety of frames including
understanding various myths by which to contextualize dominant group actions in relation to
those that they are assisting. This review then discusses the notion that that all nice individuals
are not allies, and the litmus test that should be utilized when understanding actions of dominant
group members. Finally, this review will engage in research with an intersectional perspective of
Allyship. Through this review, a framework is provided to understand White Allyship, including
its challenges and opportunities to work as an agent of change.
Bell (2002) researched the overt and implicit knowledge that whites in our society hold
about race and racism and examined strategies in regard to engaging this knowledge in
multicultural education. They accomplish this through investigating how “sincere fictions”
operate in the context of teacher education. Sincere fictions refer to the “sincere” views that
whites in our society hold about race and racism, and the “fiction” part is that they endure the
enduring realities of racism in the United States in lieu of an optimistic narrative of progress and
social reform that bolsters images of white decency and goodness (Scott, 1990; Thompson,
1998). Utilizing qualitative research, the researcher performed 106 two-hour recorded interviews
revolving around race and racism in human services and education. There were 106 participants,
who consisted of k-12 teachers, university faculty, administration, staff, health care providers,
clinicians, and human services administration. The sample was 65% White, 25% Black, 8%
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Latino, with only one Asian American and Native American, and consisted of 63% female and
37% male. The study found that white teachers invoked color blindness as a method to show
innocence ascribing to an individualistic descriptor to avoid the societal influences of racism.
Additionally, the research found that colorblindness operates as a way to avoid appearing as a
racist. Another finding was the belief that blacks should not assert their differences or race
consciousness due to the discomfort that it creates for whites, and ultimately, the remembrance
of one’s complicity in maintaining inequality (Bell, 2002). The last finding that Bell (2002)
encountered was the belief that though many people ascribed to this colorblind belief, those
individuals still held color-based assumptions that spoke to racism and a racial hierarchy.
Allowing the focus to center around discourse allows individuals to have a less defensive, more
honest and open conversation. In conclusion, Bell (2002) identified three items to increase
engagement and decrease the belief in sincere fictions, which includes, (1) focusing on people’s
words allows for distance and perspective, when engaging in these conversations, understanding
that all individuals have racial identities that need to be explored; (2) allowing students to
interview themselves and others about the unspoken cultural norms and rules with individuals of
different groups; (3) helping white teachers become aware of their racial positioning and provide
them language to help them foster a race cognizant discourse.
Patton and Bondi (2015) investigated how white men construct the role of being an ally
and what complexities do white men encounter in ally work. Utilizing a critical interpretivist
qualitative methodology, Patton and Bondi (2015) utilized a qualitative research to understand
the complexities of ally work and interrupt the notion that be being a good person, you are an
ally. The study utilized 12 men, who described themselves as coming from various social and
geographical locations and did not identify with any marginalized groups. Additionally,
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researchers did not inquire about participants being allies, as someone perceived them to be an
ally which satisfied the researchers qualifications. The authors identified 3 themes, challenging
the status quo, reflections on the risks and sacrifices of ally work, and aspiring to be an ally. In
challenging the status quo, the author highlighted how participants did this through their teaching
style, within the research they were conducting, challenging individuals to think differently about
policies, advocating during hiring situations, examining the impact and outcomes of actions and
policies rather than inputs, and finally assisting marginalized students. Under reflections on the
risks and sacrifices of ally work, the researchers found that many of their participants received
very little consequences in regard to being an ally, with the only consequence that were recalled
by participants were stories of not getting a job because in the interview he hugged a gay male.
The last finding that the authors discuss is explaining what it means to become an ally, which
from their qualitative research included instances of navigating the dichotomy between being an
ally and being a “good” person and the struggle with being able to opt in or out of ally work
when convenient. In conclusion, the authors spoke about the individuality of the ally work and
how that allowed allies to not address overarching issues. The second conclusion spoke to the
attractiveness of ally work, which provided more immediate and visible praise from the
individuals they are assisting, required less risk taking and less work, and interest convergence is
higher within individual interactions. Patton and Bondi (2015) also speak to the fact that
confronting institutional levels of oppression has high barriers and little benefit to dominant
group members, which leads to them being less likely to interact. Furthermore, the researchers
speak of individuals as being allies for altruism or social justice, which speak to individuals who
engage in ally roles but do not own their role in the systemic oppression and perpetuate the
oppression because they are not fully invested. Another conclusion revolved around helping the
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intent versus the impact, which speaks to white male allies taking a position of helping, however
ending up controlling the situation and replicating the systems of oppression and the use of
property rights of whiteness. This specifically refers to the he right to exclude, which can be
benefitted from even though individual males may not feel a sense of power or control. The
researchers also came to the conclusion that since none of the individuals mentioned contentious
relationships or interactions, then they may not be doing anything more than what nice people do
and not challenging the larger status quo. The last conclusion was the lack of acceptance from
the individuals in the study in regard to their role in oppression, meaning that they avoided the
topic, or they are unaware of their role in the systemic oppression.
Case (2012) researched White Women Against Racism group members experiences
reflecting upon their white racial identity, engaging situations of white privilege, and being an
agent for social change. The study took place at two institutions in the Midwest, which housed
White Women Against Racism (WWAR) groups. There was a total of 21 participants who
participated in this qualitative research study that included group meetings and/or private
interviews. Of the 17 women who participated in individual interviews, six were undergraduate
students, five were graduate students, four were staff members, and two were faculty members.
Their ages ranged from 19 to 51, with an average age of 30. Four identified as LGBTQ, while
the remaining individuals identified as heterosexual. Through the research study, Case (2012)
identified seven themes. Collective White Identity was the first theme discussed, which spoke to
there being a collective experience of perpetrating a racist action. The second theme is that of
“Racism Affects My Life”: Recognizing White Privilege which was a theme created from the
participants speaking in regard to racism being a part of their lives directly and indirectly through
the daily presence of white privilege. Intersections of Whiteness, Gender, and Power is a theme
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that allowed the participants to contextualize their white privilege through the oppression that
they experience as a woman. Anti-Racist Action for Social Change was a theme that discussed
the daily interactions that the participants experienced through which they could combat racism.
Examples included areas such as being home with their families, friends, co-workers, and into
course work and classroom presentations. Silence versus the Interruption of Racism was a theme
that discussed the silence that they experienced at some point in time by not stepping up in the
face of individuals expressing racism. Taking Action to Interrupt Racism is the opposite of the
Silence theme, as each woman was also about to recall a time in which they spoke up in the
presence of someone expressing racism. The last theme was Encountering Resistance Strategies
for Interrupting Racism, and it was a theme created through participants discussion in regard to
interrupting racism and the positive or negative responses that they received and how they
continued and developed various ways to challenge racism. In conclusion, Case (2012)
identified that the participants spoke of Self-Work as a Lifelong Process in the sense that critical
self-evaluation must be a lifelong journey to evaluate the internalized racism that each individual
holds, and to be weary of feeling finished. The second conclusion is that of Challenging
Invisible Racism, which is a theme derived from participants understanding that just as
subordinate individuals can internalize cultural prejudices, dominant group can internalize that
their group is more superior. Social Support, Privacy, and Isolation is a theme that came out of
the challenge of combating racism and the backlash that may occur. Therefore, participants
spoke to the importance of having support and not falling subject to isolation. The next
conclusive theme was that of Using Privilege to Promote Social Justice, which is described as a
motivational factor of individuals. Although this may seem self-defeating, the author suggested
that this can be motivation if individuals have strong core values of equity and fairness. The last
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theme that was presented was that of the Behavioral Contradiction of Anti-Racist Values, which
spoke to the contradictory feelings when interrupting racism. These contradictory feeling can
range from a desire to be socially just to the basic need for acceptance, and the understanding
that both cannot always prevail. Case (2012) concludes that as dominant group members,
individuals may not be able to identify every aspect of one’s own bias, but through continual
engagement and understanding that this is a lifelong process, individuals can work to gain a
deeper more holistic understanding of themselves and combat the feelings of guilt if and when a
time comes and they don’t respond.
In conclusion, White Allyship and allyship are founded in a lifelong commitment to selfreflection and acceptance of privilege and one’s role in the system oppression that can occur, no
matter the identities that one holds. In addition, perfection is not a prerequisite, however it is
these false hoods that allow for privilege and oppression to continue in invisibility. Case (2012)
reiterates this by stating, “If the invisibility of whiteness frees Whites from feeling connected to
racism, then perhaps the acknowledgement of whiteness links Whites with systematic racial
discrimination” (Case, 2012, p. 90). Therefore, allies must be willing to fill a variety of roles,
yet the most important role is that of lifelong self-reflection. This review of literature provides
context to understand the role of White allies in diversity engagement.
Conclusion
In conclusion, to engage diversity in our institutions of higher education there must be an
intentional investment into reconceptualizing the basic understand about knowledge and how
knowledge is understood. Furthermore, students will need to be engaged within their academic
curriculum to realistically conceptualize diversity and its importance. For institutions to
effectively accomplish that goal, there must be an engagement of white faculty on collegiate
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campuses who guard the proverbial keys of the curriculum. It is through this method that
institutions are able to create effective change and influence institutional culture, creating an
atmosphere of diversity and inclusion creating pluralistic citizens.
Furthermore, this engagement must be in the form of an allyship, ensuring not to
unknowingly perpetuate systemic oppression that could occur in the absence of self-reflection.
This absence of self-reflection also leads to a lack of conversation and the continuance of
oppression of marginalized groups. This research provides a context for faculty to engage in
diversity inclusion and to help foster these values in their students to create flourishing pluralistic
society.
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METHODOLOGY
Introduction
To build upon the foundation that Mayhew and Grunwald (2006) provided concerning
faculty likeliness to incorporate diversity-related materials in their course content, the following
questions have been posed to further investigate the theoretical factors that influence the
decisions of faculty, specifically white males in the science, technology, engineering, and math
fields (STEM). The purpose of this study is to understand how faculty epistemology influences
their desire to incorporate diversity into academic curriculum and how diversity is being engaged
in academic curriculum specifically focusing on white male faculty in the STEM fields. This
was accomplished through researching the following questions. These questions encompass the
investigation of relationships between epistemology, diversity inclusion, inclusive teaching, and
faculty demographics through the collection of quantitative and qualitative data to create a
holistic representation of faculty beliefs and actions.
1. Are there significant demographic differences in the engagement of diversity in academic
curriculum, by faculty at a predominantly white institution?
2. Are there significant differences in diversity engagement by faculty with varying
epistemological beliefs?
3. Are there any significant interactions between faculty demographics and epistemological
belief, in regard to engagement of diversity?
4. Why do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high on
diversity advocacy scale, engage in diversity in their academic curriculum.
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5. What instructional techniques do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty,
who scored high on diversity advocacy scale, utilize to engage diversity in their academic
curriculum.
Two areas of interest pivotal to diversity work in higher education communities were
researched. The first facet of inquiry which was researched included the ways in which a faculty
member’s demographic identities and epistemology influences their desire to incorporate
diversity. The second facet of inquiry revolved around the counter narrative of represented
individuals who engaged underrepresented populations in the academy. From a general
perspective, this research produced multidimensional data that could provide institutional
administrators with tools to utilize as they continue to determine how to increase diversity
engagement on collegiate campuses.
Epistemological/ Theoretical Approach
In framing the research, THE RESEARCHER assumed a transformative world view.
According to Creswell (2014), this view is purposed with inquiry into social justice and politics,
to challenge oppression theoretically, and then take the next step to practical transformation.
This transformative world view framework allowed for critical engagement with the information
presented, to observe and examine the experiences and beliefs of faculty to help better serve
underrepresented and marginalized populations. Furthermore, this view helped frame the
methodology by focusing on understanding relationships, and validating experience as
knowledge, through interviews and observations. Through working with faculty to understand
how they can better integrate diversity into their curriculum this framework can help create
curriculum inclusive of all students. This research will theoretically and practically advance
unrepresented individuals on various levels including academic, sociocultural, and culturally.
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Additionally, this research will benefit all students, as when there are effective diversity practices
enacted within an institution, white students also benefit significantly (Gurin et al., 2002).
Research Design
To thoroughly understand the content and context of the information necessary to answer
the research questions, an explanatory sequential mixed method design was utilized. Creswell
(2014) describes this method as a two-phased project in which the researcher initially collects
quantitative data, analyses it independently, and then follows up with a qualitative phase that is
based off of the results from the initial phase. This method allowed for the initial gathering of
quantitative data in which to understand faculty attitudes and behaviors, from a large
predominantly white southern flagship institution in regard to integrating diversity and inclusive
teaching, into their academic curriculum.
The first phase of data collection was comprised of a quantitative survey to gain insight
into self-ascribed faculty beliefs and actions, in regard to the integration of diversity and
inclusive teaching practices into their academic curriculum. The survey was composed of a
demographic section which identified the preexisting attributes faculty members bring with them
into their academic space, which influence their curriculum, pedagogy, physical classroom,
epistemology, and beliefs. To measure diversity engagement, three scales, Diversity Advocacy,
Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Teaching were included to holistically understand faculty
beliefs in regard to diversity engagement and inclusive teaching.
After completion of the quantitative data collection, qualitative participant selection and
data collection was held, based upon participant responses. During this second phase six white
male faculty members, who teach undergraduate classes in the STEM fields, were selected as
participants to gather information regarding their integration of diversity topics into their
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academic curriculum. Qualitative data was collected utilizing a variety of methods to holistically
comprehend, conceptualize, and support both quantitative and qualitative findings. The
collection of this data included interviews, observations, and document analysis.
Upon completion of the interviews, a classroom observation was conducted to gather a
first-hand account of how their actions related to their responses, by which to reference with the
initial interview. Lastly, a follow up interview was hosted with the faculty members to review
and revisit the occurrences in the class and gather retrospective data.
With this information, findings were presented based upon the quantitative and
qualitative research including discussion. Qualitative data was utilized to provide further support
for the quantitative sections.
Participants
Quantitative. The quantitative portion of this research utilized purposive sampling,
which involves designating a specific group of individuals because they have a specific trait that
you are interested in studying (Nardi, 2015). For this research, all tenure and non-tenured
faculty, instructors, and adjunct instructors were targeted. This research was conducted with
faculty from Southeastern State University (SSU), a large research˙ university that is classified as
a predominantly white institution, which is located in the southeastern United States. All faculty
related data was collected from the institution’s budget and planning office. As of fall 2017, the
institution had a total of 1449 instructional faculty which was comprised of tenure and nontenure track faculty, including adjunct professors and instructors (Office of Budget and Planning,
2019)
Quantitative data solicitation and acquisition occurred during the fall semester of the
2018 – 2019 academic year. To participate in the survey, individuals needed to consent to
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teaching the undergraduate curriculum as part of fulfilling their job responsibilities. Solicitation
began with contacting diversity and research staff for each academic college within SSU. This
method was utilized in hopes of accessing departmental gatekeepers or advocates through which
communication could be sent to potential participants. At the end of the fall semester the survey
was sent to contacts within colleges and individuals within the institution. The dissemination of
the survey to the various academic colleges of SSU was staggered, due to the fact that faculty
contact information was only provided with college approval and often disseminated by college
staff. Due to these limitations, the total number of solicitations and respectively the rate of return
were unknown but estimated.
Survey participants. Utilizing Qualtrics, a survey link was provided via email
communication. The Qualtrics based survey included an approved consent statement that had to
be selected to proceed to the survey. Included in the email was a release form that outlined
participation criteria, confidentiality information, incentive details and a brief overview of the
nature and purpose of the research. As an incentive for completion of the survey, participants
were provided the option of being placed in a drawing for one of two (2) $25 Amazon Gift
Cards, to be chosen at the completion of the research project. Upon completion of the survey
dissemination and collection period, a total of 311 individuals initiated the survey. An estimated
initiation rate of 21.46%. This estimation was based upon the total faculty and instructor figures
(N = 1449) provided by the institution (Office of Budget and Planning, 2019). Upon preliminary
data analysis, which included incomplete and partially complete submissions, there were 140
completed surveys for an estimated response rate of 9.66%. Pairwise deletion was utilized for all
analyses to maximize sample size for all.
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The sample was comprised of a N = 140, however demographic information was not
required therefore sample totals fluctuates depending upon respondents. Sex received 140
responses with 42.1% Female (n = 59), 56.5% Male (n = 79), and 1.4% Other (n = 2). Ethnicity
was comprised of 72.1% White Only (n = 101), 8.6% Black/African American (n = 12), 6.4%
Asian (n = 9), 5% Other (n = 7), 4.3% Hispanic/Latino and any race (n = 6), 2.1% Two + races
(non-Hispanic/Latino) (n = 2), and 1.4% American Indian/Alaska Native (n = 2). Age was
proposed as an open-ended problem to allow for intentional categorization, which culminated in
a generational differentiation consisting of Generation Z (23 and under), Millennials (24 – 42),
Generation X (43 – 54), Baby Boomers (55 – 73), and Traditionalists (74+). The categorized
responses were 1.4% Generation Z (n = 2), 33.6% Millennials (n = 47), 22.1% Generation X (n =
31), 35.7% Baby Boomers (n = 50), 2.9% Traditionalists (n = 4). In a desire to holistically
understand the impact of demographic factors on diversity, participants were also asked about
their ability status. Of these individuals 13.6% (n = 19) responded yes to having a disability,
while 86.4 (n = 121) responded no to having a disability.
In regard to Professional Rank, 30.7 Professor (n = 43), 21.4 Associate Professor (n =
30), 20% Assistant Professors (n = 28), and 27.9% Instructor/Adjunct/Other (n = 39).
Participants were also asked to identify the department in which they reside: 15% Agriculture (n
= 21), 1.4% Art & Design (n = 2), 8.6 Business (n = 12), .7% Coast & Environment (n = 1),
7.9% Engineering (n = 11), 9.3% Human Sciences & Education (n = 13), 35% Humanities &
Social Sciences (n = 49), 1.4% Mass Communication (n = 2), 4.3% Music & Dramatic Arts (n =
6), 14.3 Science (n = 20), 1.4% Other (n = 2), .7% Two or More (HSS & HSE) (n = 1).
Participants were asked to identify a course that they were currently teaching, in regard to
answering a certain section of the survey.
74

Table 3.1. Demographics
Demographics
n

Percent

Race/Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino and Any Race
White Only
Two+ Races (Non Hispanic/Latino)
Other
Total

2
9
12
6
101
3
7
140

1.4
6.4
8.6
4.3
72.1
2.1
5
100

Gender
Female
Male
Other
Total

59
79
2
140

42.2
56.4
1.4
100

Age
Did Not Respond
Generation Z
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers
Traditionalists/Silent Generation
Total

6
2
47
31
50
4
140

4.3
1.4
33.6
22.1
35.7
2.9
100

Disability (Mental/Physical)
Yes
No
Total

19
121
140

13.6
86.4
100

Utilizing that information, a dichotomous category of STEM or Non-STEM was created
based upon the STEM Designated Degree Program List. This list was based upon the
Department of Education’s Classification of Instructional Program List (U.S. Customs and
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Immigration Enforcement, 2016). This resulted in a dichotomous category of 49.3% STEM (n =
69) and 48.6 Non-STEM (n = 68).
Table 3.2. Professional Demographics
Professional Demographics

n

Percent

College
Agriculture
Art & Design
Business
Coast & Environment
Engineering
Human Sciences & Education
Humanities & Social Sciences
Mass Communication
Music & Dramatic Arts
Science
Other
Two or More*
Total

21
2
12
1
11
13
49
2
6
20
2
1
140

15
1.4
8.6
0.7
7.9
9.3
35
1.4
4.3
14.3
1.4
0.7
100

Professorial Rank
Instructor/GA/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total

39
28
30
43
140

27.9
20
21.4
30.7
100

STEM
Non-STEM
STEM
Total

68
72
140

48.6
51.4
100

*Humanities & Social Sciences & Human Sciences & Education
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Table 3.3. Epistemological Belief
Epistemological Belief
n

Percent

Teaching
Realist
Contextualist
Relativist
Total

39
82
19
140

27.9
58.6
13.6
100

Research
Realist
Contextualist
Relativist
Total

22
81
36
139

15.7
57.9
25.7
99.3

Qualitative. Qualitative participant selection occurred in the second phase of the
explanatory sequential mixed method design, utilizing information gathered from the analysis of
the survey, to select individuals of greatest interest. Creswell (2014) states that the challenge in
these types of mixed method studies is to plan appropriately which quantitative results you
would like to gather additional data for.
Selection Criteria. The first tier set of identities utilized to select the individuals who
would participate in interviews, observations, and document analysis, was based upon
demographic information, including race/ethnicity and gender. After the sample was narrowed
down based upon race/ethnicity and gender, then the group was sorted in regard to STEM or
Non-STEM. Upon creation of the new sample of individuals, based off demographics, research
participants were then ranked according to their Diversity Advocacy scores and placed in
categories based upon their epistemological beliefs.
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Race/Ethnicity and Gender. For the purpose of this portion of the research study, the
researcher selected three white male faculty, who teach undergraduate STEM curriculum. This
demographic was integral in increasing diversity engagement, due to the fact that white males
comprise the largest population of faculty on many college campuses and are the least likely to
include diversity in their curriculum (Park & Denson, 2009; Laird, 2011). Furthermore, research
performed by Park & Denson (2009), Laird (2011), and Hurtado (2001) showed that white males
are found to be less inclined to utilize inclusive teaching strategies and include race/ethnicity and
gender than women and people of color. Therefore, this research is interested in identifying the
motivational influences and praxis that occurs in these contextual settings.
STEM. After disaggregating the sample by race/ethnicity and gender, the population was
then separated by STEM or Non-STEM affiliation. Research performed by Laird (2011), found
that STEM faculty are less likely to utilize inclusive teaching strategies and include
race/ethnicity more often. Furthermore, understanding that minority students participate in
STEM majors at a lower rate than men and white students, the division between our faculty and
those they are serving continues to grow (Gonsalves, 2002).
Diversity Advocacy. Utilizing the three scales to determine selection, the remaining
group of White Males in STEM were sorted from highest to lowest on the Diversity Advocacy
(DA) scale. The Diversity Advocacy scale, according to Park & Denson (2009), measure “a
variety of faculty attitudes towards diversity, including their commitments to promoting racial
understanding and their views on the role of diversity in undergraduate education. (p.420)”.
Therefore, this scale would allow for the selection of faculty who espouse to hold strong positive
attitudes toward diversity. This final categorization produced a list of 22 individuals to select
from.
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Epistemology. Lastly, the 22 individuals were placed in one of three categories based
upon their response to their teaching epistemology. Epistemology was divided into three
categories, which included: Realist, Contextualist, and Relativist beliefs. The purpose of
dividing the faculty into each group is due to the fact that in our initial quantitative analyses, the
results identified that there are significant differences in the group in regard to diversity
engagement. Therefore, it is important to split the faculty up in regard to epistemology, to garner
a more in-depth understanding of how they engage in diversity.
Final Selection. Based upon their responses to the survey in regard to their teaching
epistemology and Diversity Advocacy scores, 6 individuals were selected. With the sample
categorized by race/ethnicity, gender, STEM, and epistemology, two participants were selected
at random from each of the three epistemological categories including realist, relativist, and
contextualist. Each of the six individuals were contacted via email, with five individuals
ultimately agreeing to participate in the qualitative portion of the research, which included
interviews, observations, and artifact analysis. This allowed for the selection of a white male,
with a high Diversity Advocacy, and high levels of self-perceived diversity inclusion in their
coursework, in specific epistemological categories. Only one participant from each group was
utilized for this research, but to ensure that a complete set of data was obtained for each
epistemological category, an additional individual was included for each category.
The final sample included one professor from each epistemological belief with high DA
belief. The individuals were selected due to the similar face-to-face class style format. Each of
the individuals selected taught a lecture style course with approximately 25-50 students during
the particular section that THE RESEARCHER was invited to observe. The other two faculty
members were teaching a uniquely formatted class that would provide substantial, but less
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generalizable data. One of the courses was a capstone class, which allowed for a group-based
approach to class. The other was a small lab with less than ten students and alternated between
lecture and labs. With this framework in mind, below is a biography of each participant.
Participants.
Professor Lee. Professor Lee is a tenure track assistant professor in a college of
humanities and social sciences and teaches science-based courses in one of their departments.
Professor Lee self-identified as a white male, born to the Millennial generation, and selected that
he grew up with less than enough material resources. Professor Lee has been diagnosed with an
invisible, but salient, disability. His general course content was identified as being categorized
as being included in the STEM fields. Professor Lee also selected that he most closely identifies
with the Realist epistemological belief. Over the past 5 years that Professor Lee has been
teaching, he has taught a combination of undergraduate and graduate STEM coursework. These
courses typically range from 51 – 100 students, but this number can fluctuate depending upon the
course and semester. Although Professor Lee integrates diversity into his course curriculum, the
course that he spoke about and allowed for observation is not a diversity-based course as
identified by the department, college, institution, or his professional association. Additionally,
none of the courses that Professor Lee teach fall within that category.
Professor Young. Professor Young is a non-tenure track teaching professor in an
agriculture college at SSU teaching science and policy courses. Professor Young self-identified
as a white male, born into the Baby Boomer generation, and selected that he grew up with more
than enough financial resources. Professor Young has not been diagnosed with any visible or
invisible disabilities. Education is a second career for Professor Young, as he retired from his
initial career field, and returned to school to pursue his doctoral degree. Professor Young has
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only been teaching for 3 years as a full-time instructor; however, he has prior teaching
experience as a graduate student and in his previous career. His general course content was
identified as being categorized and included in the STEM fields. Professor Young also selected
that he most closely identifies with the Contextualist epistemological belief. Professor Young
teaches a majority of undergraduate courses and some graduate coursework, that can be
classified as STEM and non-STEM. His courses typically range from 31-50 students, but this
number can fluctuate depending upon the course and semester. Even though Professor Young
self-ascribed to the statement that he integrates diversity into his course curriculum, the course
that he spoke about and allowed for observation is not a diversity-based course as identified by
the department, college, institution, or his professional association. Additionally, none of the
other courses that Professor Young teaches fall within that category. However, Professor Young
does have a small research appointment, which he recently utilized to research and present
diversity initiatives within his department and college.
Professor Jessie. Professor Jessie is a tenure track associate professor at SSU in their
science college, teaching within the life sciences. Professor Jessie self-identified as a white
male, born to the Baby Boomer generation, and selected that he grew up with more than enough
material resources. Professor Jessie has not been diagnosed with a visible or invisible disability.
His general course content was identified as being categorized and included in the STEM Fields.
Professor Jessie also selected that he most closely identifies with the Relativist epistemological
belief. Professor Jessie has been teaching in higher education for more than 20 years, and during
this tenure he has taught a combination of undergraduate and graduate STEM coursework.
These courses typically consist of 100 or more students, but the class that was discussed and
observed consisted of less than 100 students. Although Professor Jessie self-ascribed to
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integrating diversity into his course curriculum, the course that he spoke about and allowed for
observation is not a diversity-based course as identified by the department, college, institution, or
his professional association. Furthermore, none of his academic course load consist of diversity
courses, though Professor Jessie participates in a professional institute which he regularly
provides professional development pertaining to diversity engagement and inclusive teaching.
Table 3.4. Qualitative Participant Demographics
Qualitative Participant Demographics
Demographic

Demographic

Demographic

Professor Lee

Professor Young

Professor Jessie

Personal Demographics
Ethnicity
Sex
Age (Generation)
Disability

White Only
Male
Millennial
Yes

White Only
Male
Baby Boomer
No

White Only
Male
Baby Boomer
No

Professional Demographics
College
Professorial Rank
STEM
Tenure Track
Years Teaching
Typical Course Size
Teach Designated Diversity Based Course

Humanities & Social Sciences
Assistant Professor
Yes
Yes
5
51 - 100
No

Agriculture
Instructor
Yes
No
<5
31 - 50
No

Science
Associate Professor
Yes
Yes
> 20
> 100
No

Epistemological Belief
Teaching
Research

Realist
Realist

Contextualist
Relativist

Relativist
Relativist

Site Selection
School and Regional Demographics. The location for our study is Southeastern State
University (SSU). SSU is a predominantly white flagship institution located in a coastal city.
SSU is located in Marshall, an urban setting, with a city population of over 200,000. As of 2016,
the demographic of the surrounding city is 55.2% African American/ Black, 36.3% White, 3.5%
Asian, 3.2% Hispanic, 1.5% Mixed, .2% Native American, .2% Others, and .01% Native
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Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016b). The state demographics are
composed of 63.2% White, 32.6% African American/ Black, 1% Asian, 4% Hispanic, 1.5%
Mixed, .2% Native American, .2% Others, and .01% Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2016a). The SSU undergraduate demographic is 74.1% White, 11.5% African
American, 5.8% Hispanic, 3.7% Asian American, 2.4 Mixed Race, 1.8% International, .28
Unknown, .26 American Indian, and .11 Native American/Pacific Islander (SSU Office of
Diversity, 2017a). SSU fulltime tenured and tenured track faculty is composed of 73% White,
13% Asian, 5% International, 3.4 African American, 3.2% Hispanic, 1% Other, .2% Native
American/American Indian, .2 Multiracial, 0% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (SSU Office of
Diversity, 2017b). SSU full-time non-tenured track faculty is composed of 77.72% White,
5.95% Asian, 5.70% International, 4.40% African American, 3.89% Hispanic, 1.3% Other, .78%
Native American/American Indian, .26 Multiracial, and 0% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
(SSU Office of Diversity, 2017b).
Campus Climate. SSU was chosen as the location for its disproportionate enrollment of
individuals who identify as white, and its institutional climate. Institutionally in their current and
previous institutional strategic plan, diversity has been an espoused value expressed as an
abstract tenet or pillar of the plan. Furthermore, SSU has, and continues to maintain, a Chief
Diversity Officer (CDO) on campus. However, institutionally, in the recent past there were
minimal increases in diverse student acceptance, enrollment, retention, and graduation.
Furthermore, positionally, the CDO is not situated in a politically powerful position to enact
change and challenge institutional norms across campus.
In reviewing the most recently published Campus Climate survey, there was a clear
disconnect between represented and underrepresented populations. For example, while the
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majority of white students felt like “part of the SSU family”, over half of the Black, LGBTQ, and
trans/gender queer respondents were less likely to feel this way (Becker, Reling, Eaglin, &
Davis, 2017). In regard to support from faculty, staff, or peers Hispanic, Black, LGBTQ, and
Trans/Gender Queer students were significantly more likely to report a lack of support (Becker,
Reling, Eaglin, & Davis, 2017). Further substantiating the disconnect at SSU is that 92.7% of
White employees and 95.1% of White students responded were unlikely to report experiencing
discomfort due to their race, while 67.5% of Black students, 53% of Black staff, 47% of Asian
employees, 45% of Asian students, 42% of Hispanic employees, and 45% of Hispanic students
reported feeling discomfort due to their race (Becker, Reling, Eaglin, & Davis, 2017).
Additionally, the majority of SSU faculty reported some level of concern about racial and ethnic
discrimination, however 32% of White employees and 42% of white students reported not being
concerned at all. Oppositely, 13% of Black employees, 10% of black students and
approximately 20-25% of Hispanic/Latinx, Asian/Pacific Islander, and other race employees, and
21-36% of Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latinx, and multiracial students reported not being
concerned at all. Translated, 87% of Black employees, 90% of Black students, 75% or more of
Hispanic/Latinx, Asian/Pacific Islander, and other race employees, and 64% or more of
Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latinx, and multiracial students are somewhat to very
concerned about racial and ethnic discrimination (Becker, Reling, Eaglin, & Davis, 2017).
Through unpacking the statistics, state educational institutions should ideally be a
representation of their state demographics, yet, this is not true for SSU. SSU’s majority
population is over 40% higher than their city population and 10% greater than the state
demographics. This significant difference further manifests itself in faculty and staff. SSU
administration leadership is overwhelmingly white at 81%, while Tenured, Non-Tenured, and
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Instructional staff are at 73%, 77%, and 65% respectively. This is integral, because there is such
an overwhelming discrepancy between represented and underrepresented groups within the
academy, and the gap is not closing anytime soon. To make significant increases in institutional
engagement in diversity inclusion and engagement, institutions of higher education must be
willing to identify how and in what ways administration can encourage or recruit more
individuals to transition from theoretical support to praxis. Additionally, an intentional effort
must be put forth to determine how majority (white, males) in non-historically diverse fields,
such as STEM, incorporate diversity. If institutions are able to understand and utilize their
motivations, mitigating their hesitations and fears, and provide effective strategies, there can be
an equipping of our largest and most influential constituent on campus.
Data Collection
Quantitative. The survey instrument is a combination of items from the following
studies: (a) two constructs from Indiana University’s Center for Postsecondary Research Faculty
Survey of Student Engagement (2011), (b) Park and Denson’s (2009) research study Attitudes
and Advocacy: Understanding Faculty Views on Racial/ Ethnic Diversity, (c) vignettes form
Schraw and Olafson’s (2002) Teachers’ Epistemological World Views and Educational
Practices, and (d) a variety of demographic information based on prior research regarding faculty
engagement in diversity and inclusive teaching ( Laird, 2011; Banks, 2005; Park and Denson,
2009). (See Table below for Survey Scale Reliability Scores)
Survey.
Epistemological Vignettes. The first scale utilized was a vignette-based epistemology
belief scale that allowed for the capturing of data related to faculty epistemology belief. The
vignettes were created to gather a philosophical understanding of faculty beliefs in regard to
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knowledge creation, with respect to their teaching of students and their engagement in research.
This section was developed to allow the researcher to create an understanding of individual
faculty, departmental, and institutional beliefs in regard to knowledge creation and transmission.
This section allowed us to understand the relationship between faculty’s view of knowledge
creation and transmission and its correlation with their desire to participate in diversity inclusion
and engagement (Schraw & Olafson, 2002). (See Table 3.5 below for summaries of each
Epistemological World View).
To determine which beliefs faculty ascribed to, all participants were provided a vignette,
which described generalized beliefs and assumptions that one would hold, for each
epistemological belief. This vignette included various statements that pertained to the source of
knowledge, certainty of knowledge, simplicity of knowledge, and justification of knowledge
(Hofer, 2001; Schommer 1990, 1994; King & Kitchner, 1994; Kuhn, 1991; Baxter Magolda,
1992; & Belekny et al., 1986). Utilizing the three vignettes faculty were asked to choose the
description that best fit their beliefs in regard to a number of different categories, including their
teaching, research, the person they most recently collaborated with, colleagues, general
department, and institutionally. At the completion of the section, participants provided us with
their beliefs in regard to knowledge pertaining to a variety of contexts.
This information provided an integral descriptive variable to examine and determine if
there are relationships between epistemology beliefs and the diversity engagement and inclusive
teaching constructs. This is integral due to the fact that these beliefs have underlying attributes,
including student-centered or teacher-centered teaching beliefs and who was the author/creator
of their knowledge. It is through these dimensions that institutions began conceptualizing what
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Pauler-Kuppinger & Jucks (2017) believes to be true, which is that epistemological beliefs are
tied to academic domains.
Table 3.5. Epistemological World View
Epistemology

Summary

Realist World View
Assumes that there is an objective body of knowledge that is best acquired through experts via transmission and
reconstruction
Actively teach students who are viewed as passive recipients of a pre-established curriculum that must be taught
to each student, downplaying the role of peers
Teacher centered approach
Deliberate practice to achieve a high level of skill
Realist teachers utilize norm-referenced assessments (i.e. standardized tests) because they are interested in
comparing students with respect to the amount of pre-established curriculum they have learned.
Prone to using preestablished assessments developed by external publishers of their adopted curriculum
Contextualist
Assume that learners construct shared understanding in collaborative contexts in which teachers serve as
facilitators.
Concerned with the knowledge that students construct, and the process that is used to construct that knowledge,
and the degree to which the knowledge has authentic application to their day to day life
Assume knowledge will change over time and students will need the skills to acquire new knowledge on their
own
Promote peer support and
Student centered teaching approach
Use authentic assessments that match cooperative learning activities
Relativist
Assume that each learner constructs a unique knowledge base that is different but equal to that of other learners
Knowledge is subjective and highly changeable
Do not believe that there is a pre-established curriculum that is equally appropriate to all students
Student centered teaching approach
Teachers deny the primacy of their own knowledge and emphasize their role in creating an environment where
students can learn and think independently
Promote student self-regulation, allowing the student to learn autonomously in the future
Facilitators rather than experts
Primacy of the student, which places peers to be important to the classroom only to the extent by which they
model or promote self-regulation for other students.
Criterion based assessment tailored to each student’s needs
Student self-assessments, in the form of self-generated feedback, is as important as other assessments.
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Table 3.6. Demographics by Epistemological Belief
Demographics
n
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino and Any Race
White Only
Two+ Races (Non Hispanic/Latino)
Other
Total

Realist
Percent

Contextualist
n
Percent

n

Relativist
Percent

1
5
1
2
29
0
1
39

2.6
12.8
2.6
5.1
74.4
0
2.6
100

1
2
11
4
58
1
5
82

1.2
2.4
13.4
4.9
70.7
1.2
6.1
100

0
2
0
0
14
2
1
19

0
10.5
0
0
73.7
10.5
5.3
100

Female
Male
Other
Total

6
32
1
39

15.4
82.1
2.6
100

45
36
1
82

54.9
43.9
1.2
100

8
11
0
19

42.1
57.9
0
100

Age
Did Not Respond
Generation Z

3
0

7.7
0

3
2

3.7
2.4

0
0

0
0

Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers
Traditionalists/Silent Generation
Total

11
8
15
2
39

28.2
20.5
38.5
5.1
100

29
21
26
1
82

35.4
25.6
31.7
1.2
100

7
2
9
1
19

36.8
10.5
47.4
5.3
100

Disability (Mental/Physical)
Yes
No
Total

4
35
39

10.3
89.7
100

10
72
82

12.2
87.8
100

5
14
19

26.3
73.7
100

Gender

Diversity Engagement. For the purpose of this study the research examined the
following themes: Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning, which were
described in further detail below. From this point on these three scales will be referred to as
Diversity Engagement, with the understanding that this is not a holistic construct, but a
descriptor referring to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning
aspects of diversity engagement.
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Table 3.7. Professional Demographics by Epistemological Belief
Professional Demographics
Realist
n
Percent

Contextualist
n
Percent

n

Relativist
Percent

College
Agriculture
Art & Design
Business

8
0
5

20.5
0
12.8

12
1
5

14.6
1.2
6.1

1
1
2

5.3
5.3
10.5

Coast & Environment
Engineering
Human Sciences & Education
Humanities & Social Sciences
Mass Communication
Music & Dramatic Arts
Science
Two or More*
Other
Total

0
6
1
9
0
0
9
1
0
39

0
15.4
2.6
23.1
0
0
23.1
2.6
0
100

1
4
9
33
1
6
9
0
1
82

1.2
4.9
11
40.2
1.2
7.3
11
0
1.2
100

0
1
3
7
1
0
2
0
1
19

0
5.3
15.8
36.8
5.3
0
10.5
0
5.3
100

Professorial Rank
Instructor/GA/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total

15
7
2
15
39

38.5
17.9
5.1
38.5
100

18
18
22
24
82

22
22
26.8
29.3
100

6
3
6
4
19

31.6
15.8
31.6
21.1
100

STEM
Non-STEM
STEM
Total

11
28
39

28.2
71.8
100

45
37
82

54.9
45.1
100

12
7
19

63.2
36.8
100

Diversity Advocacy. The first scale is Diversity Advocacy, which is described by Park
and Denson (2009) as measuring, “a variety of faculty attitudes towards diversity, including their
commitments to promoting racial understanding and their views on the role of diversity in
undergraduate education (p.420)”. This scale is included to help understand the faculty’s
perception of their attitudes in regard to diversity, and to help frame their purpose in integrating
diversity in higher education.
The Diversity Advocacy scale consisted of three items and was measured on a five-point
Likert scale. This scale ranged from one (1) equaling Strongly Disagree to five (5) equaling
Strongly Agree. The means for this scale per epistemological belief are as follows (from low to
high): Realist was equal to 10.77, Relativist was 12.42, and Contextualist was 12.52. The
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reported Cronbach's α Reliability score was .78, and for the current research Cronbach's α was
reported at .851. This means that via an internal test of reliability, the results of the survey are
very reliable. The reliability on this scale increased, informing the researcher that the results
observed for this portion were more reliable than previously seen. The diversity Advocacy scale
was used with permission from Park.
Table 3.8. Diversity Advocacy Construct Items
Diversity Advocacy Item Number

Items

Item 1

Racial and ethnic diversity should be more strongly reflected
in the curriculum?

Item 2

A racially/ethnically diverse student body enhances the
educational experience of all student’s goal of undergraduate
education: Enhance students’ knowledge of and appreciation
for other racial/ethnic groups
Helping to promote racial understanding

Item 3

Table 3.9. Diversity Advocacy Descriptives by Epistemological Belief
Diversity Advocacy
Realist Contextualist Relativist
Sample
Mean
Median
Mode
Standard Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

39
10.77
11
15
3.35
12
3
15

82
12.52
13
15
2.39
10
5
15

19
12.42
13
15
2.99
12
3
15

Diverse Grounding. This scale was included in the research to gather the faculty’s selfperceived understanding of their courses Diversity Inclusion. They were asked to identify a
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course in which they believed diversity is most integrated in the academic curriculum and
respond to the following questions with that course in mind. The Diverse Grounding construct
was aimed at gathering information in regard to inclusive content. Laird (2011) describes this
scale as, “items illustrate that when faculty have more inclusive content, they are also likely to be
inclusive in terms of their course goals, the theoretical underpinning of the course, and their level
of examining their own biases and limitations (p.584)”. Diverse Grounding items are used with
permission from the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement, Copyright 2003-15 The Trustees of
Indiana University.
The Diverse Grounding scale consisted of six items and was measured on a five-point
Likert scale. This scale ranged from one (1) equaling Strongly Disagree to five (5) equaling
Strongly Agree. The means for this scale per epistemological belief are as follows (from low to
high): Realist was equal to 20.22, Relativist was 23.71, and Contextualist was 24.84. The
reported Cronbach's α Reliability score was .83, and for the current research Cronbach's α was
reported at .833. This means that via an internal test of reliability, the results of the survey are
very reliable. There is no difference between the reported and observed reliability.
Table 3.10. Diverse Grounding Construct Items
Diverse Grounding

Items
Item 1

Students gain an understanding of how to connect their learning to
societal problems or issues

Item 2

Students develop skills necessary to work effectively with people
from various cultural backgrounds

Item 3

The course content emphasizes contributions to the field by people
from multiple cultures

Item 4

The course covers topics from multiple theoretical perspectives.

Item 5

You explore your own cultural and intellectual limitations as part
of class preparation.

Item 6

You address your potential biases about course related issues
during class
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Table 3.11. Diverse Grounding Descriptives by Epistemological Belief
Diverse Grounding
Realist Contextualist Relativist
Sample
Mean
Median
Mode

39
20.22
20
26

82
23.71
24
22,25

19
24.84
26
28

Standard Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

5.89
24
6
30

4.44
20
10
30

3.52
11
19
30

Inclusive Learning. Similar to the Diverse Grounding scale, the Inclusive Learning
construct is included in the research to gather the faculty’s self-perceived understanding of their
courses Diversity Inclusion. Inclusive Learning, which Laird (2011) describes as, “faculty are
more inclusive in terms of their classroom atmosphere, they are likely attempting to be inclusive
in terms of understanding their students, using teaching methods that allow for different types of
learning, using multiple types of evaluation, making adjustments based on student needs, and
empowering students in class. (p.584)”. Diverse Grounding and Inclusive Learning items are
used with permission from the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement, Copyright 2003-15 The
Trustees of Indiana University.
The Diverse Grounding scale consisted of six items and was measured on a five-point
Likert scale. This scale ranged from one (1) equaling Strongly Disagree to five (5) equaling
Strongly Agree. The means for this scale per epistemological belief are as follows (from low to
high): Realist was equal to 24.56, Relativist was 26.94, and Contextualist was 27.74. The
reported Cronbach’s α Reliability score was .83, and for the current research Cronbach’s α was
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reported at .816. This means that via an internal test of reliability, the results of the survey are
very reliable. There is a minimal difference between the reported and the obtained reliability,
however, both are sufficient.
Table 3.12. Inclusive Learning Construct Items
Inclusive Learning

Items
Item 1

You try to learn about student characteristics in order to
improve class instruction.

Item 2

You vary your teaching methods to encourage the active
participation of all students.
You work on creating a classroom atmosphere that is
conductive to student learning.

Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6

You try to empower students through their class participation.
You evaluate student learning utilizing multiple techniques.
You adjust aspects of the course (e.g., pace, content, or
assignments) based upon student learning needs.

Table 3.13. Inclusive Learning Descriptives by Epistemological Belief
Inclusive Learning
Realist Contextualist Relativist
Sample
Mean
Median
Mode
Standard Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

39
24.56
26
27
4.55
17
13
30

82
26.94
28
30
3.04
12
18
30

19
27.74
29
30
2.47
8
22

Demographic Information. Lastly, demographic information was collected to gain a
complete understanding of the participant. This included Race, Gender, Age, Ability,
Socioeconomic, Faculty Rank, Tenure, doctorate earned, years in teaching, course load,
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discipline area, typical course level, course size, diversity requirement, and perceived
institutional curriculum diversity. All of the information was collected as disaggregated data,
allowing for optimal flexibility to aggregate information, based upon previous research, to
understand previous research and explore additional relationships.
Table 3.14. Construct Reliability
Construct Reliability
Scale
Diversity Advocacy

Item 1
Item 2
Item 3

Diverse Grounding

Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6

Inclusive Learning

Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6

Item n
3

Reported Cronbach's α
0.78

Cronbach's α
0.851

n
140
140
140

Mean
2.22
1.92
1.84

Cronbach's α if Item Deleted
0.870
0.740
0.772

Item n
6

Reported Cronbach's α
0.83

Cronbach's α
0.833

n
140
140
140
140
140
140

Mean
1.85
2.13
2.38
1.95
2.35
2.44

Cronbach's α if Item Deleted
0.796
0.830
0.783
0.827
0.806
0.784

Item n
6

Reported Cronbach's α
0.83

Cronbach's α
0.816

n
140
140
140
140
140
140

Mean
1.68
1.56
1.23
1.41
1.76
1.96

Cronbach's α if Item Deleted
0.814
0.756
0.802
0.781
0.766
0.795
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Qualitative. Data collection for the qualitative portion of this mixed methods research
was collected utilizing three different data collection techniques, including: (a) two interviews,
which were collected initial and post observations; (b) two to four observations which occurred
between the initial and post interview; and (c) document analysis.
Interviews. The second phase of data collection began with a semi-structured interview
aimed at gathering background and behavioral information about the teaching. This was in
regard to their integration of diversity including oppression, privilege, and inclusion. The
interview centered around building a rapport and beginning to engage the individual in regard to
their experiences, beliefs, perceptions, and motivations. The interview was recorded then
analyzed at a later time (see Appendix C for the Initial Interview Protocol).
The post interview was the last piece of data collected from the faculty member. This
interview served as an opportunity to discuss items from the class observations and items that
needed follow up from the Initial Interview. Due to the fact that this interview was based upon
experiences and information specific to each participant, the interview was semi-structured. In
order to intricately understand their actions, behaviors, thoughts, and perceptions, the main intent
of the interview focused upon one or two specific situations that occurred in class. Specifically,
there was a section in the interview to discuss specific events and occurrences and a section for
follow up on any salient items that were discussed during the research process. The last portion
of the interview was composed of three structured questions which allowed the participants the
opportunity to provide feedback about their journey, perspectives, and beliefs moving forward.
(See Appendix D for Follow Up interview protocol).
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Table 3.15. Sample Qualitative Survey Questions
Question
Initial Interview
Describe your educational and professional journey, expanding upon your most memorable experiences
that led you to becoming a professor?
How would you describe inclusive teaching, and can you provide an example of what that means to you?
Understanding your definition of diversity and inclusive teaching, how do you engage and incorporate it in
your curriculum and pedagogy?
Reflecting upon your belief about epistemology, is this belief integrated in your curriculum or pedagogy?
As we finish, can you leave me with 5 salient descriptors for yourself?
Post-Interview
On a couple occasions day, I observed you utilize clickers with instant feedback, and discussion which is
part of inclusive teaching. Please describe this event to the best of your recollection.
a. Please describe what prompted your desire to engage this topic?
b. Moving forward, if you were to engage in this event again, what type of resources would you like to
be equipped with before engaging in this event.
In your initial interview, we closed out with you providing 5 salient identities. How do they influence your
ability to engage diversity and inclusive teaching, and can you provide an example of what that means to
you?
What is a piece of advice or a lesson that you have learned on this journey of inclusive teaching/ diversity
engagement?

Observations. At the completion of the initial interview, potential observation times and
courses were provided. During this conversation, faculty provided the courses that they were
currently teaching, and the times that they were scheduled. There were intentionally very few
limitations in regard to class requirements for selection. This was due to the fact that
undergraduate STEM coursework can present itself in a variety of settings from experiential
courses held at remote locations, lectures, labs, seminars, to any combination of the
aforementioned techniques. Therefore, upon initial selection, three typical lecture style courses,
one lab, and one senior capstone course was chosen for observation. During the class
observations were utilized to observe and record instructor behaviors, including general teaching
techniques and inclusion of diversity and inclusive teaching throughout the class period. These
observations were utilized to describe and record teaching behaviors, not to critique teaching
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pedagogy of success. The intention of the observation was to record the teaching dimensions
that were being utilized during an actual class period to understand how faculty’s theoretical and
practical teaching beliefs align.
Document Analysis. Class syllabi were collected to examine in regard to teaching
pedagogy, epistemology, testing format, and any additional information in regard to the course
curriculum (see Appendix F for Artifact Collection summary). This information allowed for
additional triangulation of data to support the findings, inferences, and conclusions.
Procedures
Quantitative data analysis started with descriptive analyses to get an idea of the faculty
responses to various items, such as demographic, gender, and racial/ethnicity characteristics
(Laird, 2009; Park & Denson, 2011). Once there was a clear picture of our data, a series of
multivariate analyses were running, specifically one-way MANOVA’s to determine if there were
significant differences between various independent variable groups in regard to the dependent
variables. Upon completion of the initial set of One-Way MANOVAs, a series of Factorial
MANOVAs and additional Spilt File One-Way comparative MANOVA’s run. In regard to the
qualitative data, all information was transcribed and coded by hand utilizing Ary, Jacobs, and
Sorensen’s (2010) 3 step analysis protocol. This allowed for themes to be found and validated
across data types, to assist in answering the research questions and determining themes, trends,
and any unique information.
Quantitative. Survey participation was fostered via a variety of methods, due to the fact
that during the initial push for responses there was not a complete list of teaching faculty
available to the researcher. Therefore, all participation emails that were sent out, were done via
communication with a departmental gate keeper. This person was usually interested in diversity
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engagement and inclusive teaching for faculty and students or was interested in additional
faculty research. Emails were sent to these departmental contacts included a thank you for their
assistance in disseminating the survey, and a prefabricated email to their specific departmental
staff that outlined the objectives and timeline. The email also informed them of the incentive
that was raffled to two individuals who completed the survey. Additionally, each email asked
that the individual distributing the email would please send a reminder within the next week to
prompt additional responses. The incentives that were offered were two (2) $25.00 Amazon Gift
Cards. (See Appendix F for sample template email)
After the initial dispersion, the response rate was extremely low, which prompted the
researcher to keep the survey open for approximately a month, ranging from before the
Thanksgiving Holiday to fall graduation. This was due to the staggered nature of responses in
regard to dissemination, and strategically sending emails in an attempt to catch faculty during
various down times. In understanding that the response rate was low, the researcher continued to
contact individuals around the institution, which ended up with no success. However, two weeks
before the institution let out for winter break, an email was received from a department that
provided additional institutional email, and within the email was a complete list of faculty and
faculty emails. Utilizing this list, THE RESEARCHER sent out two phases of email to each
college who had not responded to the initial communication. This second push tripled the initial
response rate.
Consent for each survey participant was collected via the institutionally approved consent
script that was embedded in the first sheet of the Qualtrics survey assessment. In order to
advance through the survey participants had to click on the agree button. Participants were
allowed so stop the survey, and if they choose, return to complete the survey at a future time.
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Qualitative. Interview participants were identified via their results from the previously
discussed survey. All interview data was designed to be explanatory to the quantitative survey
information. Quantitative procedures adhered to the methods put forward by Creswell (2014),
Marshall & Rossman (2006), and Patton (1990).
Interviews were conducted in person, in the faculty members office, at their convenience.
All faculty were provided consent forms prior to their interview, to inform them of the research
goals, expectations, and an opportunity to opt out of the research. Prior to the actual interview
questioned were analyzed via peer researchers and tested with various faculty and staff on
campus. For each interview, questions and answers were recorded via a handheld voice
recorder. Additionally, the Otter phone application was utilized as a backup recording device,
and also provided preliminary transcription of the interviews. Notes were taken sparingly on the
interview protocol sheet.
During the initial interview the participant was informed of their right to stop at any time,
which was then reiterated on their consent form. At this time, participants were also informed
that the interview was going to be recorded and utilized for dissertation research, that no personal
identifying information would be utilized to link them to the research and would be kept
confidential. Upon completion of that form, the recording ran through the completion of the
interview. Due to the guidelines of semi-structured interviews, questions were asked in the
same order with flexibility for follow up questions as necessary. During certain interviews,
certain questions prompted additional follow up, which was either inserted at that point in time,
or depending upon the rapport, they may have been added to the end.
Upon completion of the interviews, interview notes were reviewed, and each interview
was transcribed through the Otter Recording app, then reviewed to ensure consistency in
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transcription. All interview notes were reviewed and then added to the interview protocol sheet,
to be accessed later as necessary.
Data and Data Analysis
Quantitative. All levels of teaching faculty, including non-tenure track, research faculty,
instructors, and adjunct faculty, were the unit of analysis for this research report. Demographic
data, independent variables, included gender, ethnicity, age, resources, ability, college, faculty
rank, highest level of education, undergraduate and graduate course load, teaching experience in
years, and epistemology beliefs were included. Dependent variable information that was
collected were the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning items.
Faculty who completed the items necessary to construct the three scales, the epistemological
belief vignette and provided demographic information, were included in the analysis.
The survey was created on Qualtrics, due to its ease of use and flexibility to capture and
export data. Upon importing all surveys into SPSS, the statistical analysis software, all data was
screened for irregularities for either user entry error or the exporting process error. This was
completed via running descriptive analyses for frequencies and upon visual inspection of any
abnormal values. Upon inspection, it was identified that certain data was transferred with
incorrect and mislabeled coding. These instances occurred mainly with age, and open-ended
response boxes for any solutions that provided an “Other” option. Additionally, Likert scaled
values were input into Qualtrics incorrectly, so all items that were measured via Likert scale
were revers coded according to the number of options, which ranged from four to seven. These
inconsistencies were corrected, so they would not affect scoring during scale construction.
Upon completion of screening for out of range and incorrectly coded values, missing
values were checked. Utilizing Little’s MCAR Test, it was discovered that any missing data was
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found to be missing completely at random (MCAR). Due to the data being MCAR, then all
missing values for construct items were replaced using expectation maximation. Once all data
was sufficiently screened, scales were created, and reliability scores measured for each construct.
All data was then organized and labeled according to their new values, for ease of
interpreting results. Additionally, during this time, age, STEM, College, sex, and group were
preliminarily categorized, based upon prior research or similar demographic means.
Research question one- Diversity Engagement Differences for Demographics. To
determine if there are significant differences in Diversity Engagement based upon various
demographic factors, a series of one-way MANOVAs were ran. Since the research question was
interested in determining if our demographics had significant differences on Diversity
engagement, then the demographics variables were the independent variable. The dependent
variable was composed of three constructs, Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and
Inclusive Learning, that were ran as MANOVAs, to determine which independent variable
produces significant differences between the combined variable Diversity Engagement.
Additionally, the MANOVA provided follow up analysis to show if there were significant
differences for each of the three dependent variables that construct the combined variable. In
seeking to understand complex relationships the utilization of the MANOVA provided univariate
and multivariate differences. This provided us an understanding of how each variable influences
the holistic measurement of Diversity engagement across different groups of the independent
variable. Effect sizes will be included, when appropriate, to provide a numeric understanding of
the difference between two groups.
To first determine which variables would provide significant differences, a variety of
preliminary one-way MANOVAs for each of our demographic variables were used. These
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variables included Race, Gender, Age, Ability, Socioeconomic, Faculty Rank, Tenure, and
STEM. Upon completion of this process, one-way MANOVAs were ran for the following
variables: Sex, as a dichotomous variable without the individuals who selected other; Ethnicity,
aggregated into four categories; Age, aggregated into a dichotomous variable with individuals
born before the Millennial generation, including Generation X, Baby Boomers, and
Traditionalist, and those born in the Millennial generation and after, including Millennials and
Generation Z; Professorial Rank, which is classified into four levels, including Professor,
Associate Professor, Assistant Professor, and Instructor/GA/Other; STEM, coded into a
dichotomous STEM or Non-STEM group; STEM White Males, which is a composed of three
categories, Stem White Males, STEM Non-White Male, and Non-STEM. Some of the groups
could have been disaggregated if there were a larger sample size.
All results from assumption testing and explanations for proceeding forward are provided
in chapter 4 with results for each test, however, the assumption process is listed here. In order to
utilize the one-way MANOVA test there must be a list of assumptions that are either met or at
least accounted for. The first two assumptions deal with the measurement level of your
variables, in that our independent variable must be continuous and the dependent variable must
be made of two or more independent categorical categories. All variables fit those assumptions.
The next assumption is that there must be independence of observations, which our data fulfils,
since individuals were only allowed to take the survey once. With this in mind the next
assumption to check was that of outliers, which was found by running an Explore analysis with
Plots, with Subject ID as an identifier. The Box Plot determined how many and where the
outliers are located. When outliers did present themselves, the researcher looked to determine if
they were data entry errors, transformed the data, or kept the variables, if the researcher believed
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that they were valuable to the analysis (Laerd, 2018). Next, was the check for normality, which
was checked with Shapiro-Wilk’s Test of Normality. If this assumption was violated, then the
researcher could look to transform our variables, or the researcher could continue or ultimately
obtain a lower power for our analysis. Multicollinearity was checked to make sure that the
dependent variables were not too closely related which would be indicated by r > .9 (Laerd,
2018). Linearity was checked next to ensure that there was a linear relationship between the
dependent variable scores for each level of the independent variable. After checking for
linearity, the researcher looked for any multivariate outliers, utilizing Mahalanobis distance,
which could be found by running a linear regression, with a file split on your independent
variable. Depending upon the number of dependent variables that were being utilized in the
analysis, determined the threshold for how large the distance could be before the case is
considered an outlier. If an outlier is discovered the case should be removed, and then all
assumptions rerun on the new set of data. This is due to the fact that many assumptions,
especially multivariate outliers, can hide other outliers due to the extreme distance of one
variable compared to another. Upon completion of running these assumptions, then an analysis
can be run.
Even though it is not ideal, due to the fact that the One-Way MANOVA is considered
fairly robust to a violation of the assumption of normality, with small and uneven sample sizes,
and outliers, then it is acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016 (LAERD). However, the
more assumptions that are violated the more your power is lessened. Additionally, at any point
during your analysis if you remove a case and or transform your variable, then rerun all
assumptions.
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Research question two- Diversity Engagement Differences for Epistemology. To
determine if there are significant differences in Diversity Engagement based upon various
epistemological belief, the researcher decided to test a series of one-way MANOVAs. Since our
research question is interested in determining if epistemological belief will have significant
differences on Diversity engagement, then demographics is our independent variable. Our
dependent variable is composed of three constructs, Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding,
and Inclusive Learning, that were ran as MANOVAs, to determine which independent variable
produces significant differences between the combined variable Diversity Engagement.
Additionally, the MANOVA provided follow up analysis to show if there were significant
differences for each of the three dependent variables that construct the combined variable. In
seeking to understand a complex relationship, the utilization of the MANOVA provided
univariate and multivariate differences. This provided us an understanding of how each variable
influences the holistic measurement of Diversity engagement across different groups of the
independent variable. Effect sizes were included, when appropriate, to provide a numeric
understanding of the difference between two groups.
Since there were five items on the survey in regard to epistemological belief, including
teaching, research, most recent collaboration, departmental espoused, and institutional espoused,
then preliminary analysis was run. This was utilized to determine if there were significant
differences for each of these in regard to our composite Diversity Engagement and Inclusive
Teaching variable, composed of Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive
Learning.
All results from assumption testing are provided in chapter 4 with results for each test,
however, the assumption process is listed here. In order to utilize the one-way MANOVA test
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there must be a list of assumptions that are either met or at least accounted for. The first two
assumptions deal with the measurement level of your variables, in that our independent variable
must be continuous and the dependent variable must be made of two or more independent
categorical categories. All variables fit those assumptions. The next assumption is that there
must be independence of observations, which our data fulfils, since individuals were only
allowed to take the test once. With that, the researcher moved to the assumption of outliers,
which was found by running an Explore analysis with Plots, with Subject ID as an identifier.
This created a Box Plot to determine how many and where the outliers are located. When
outliers did present themselves, the researcher could look to determine if they were data entry
errors, transform the data, or keep the variables, if the researcher believed that they were
valuable to the analysis (Laerd, 2018). Next, was the check for normality, which was checked
with Shapiro-Wilk’s Test of Normality. If this assumption was violated, then the researcher
looked to transform our variables, or the researcher could continue and ultimately obtain a lower
power for our analysis. Multicollinearity was checked to make sure that the dependent variables
were not too closely related which would be indicated by r > .9 (Laerd, 2018). Linearity was
checked next to ensure that there was a linear relationship between the dependent variable scores
for each level of the independent variable. After checking for linearity, the researcher looked for
any multivariate outliers, utilizing Mahalanobis distance, which could be found by running a
linear regression, with a file split on your independent variable. Depending upon the number of
dependent variables that were being utilized in the analysis, determines the threshold for how
large the distance could be before the case is considered an outlier. If an outlier is discovered the
case should be removed, and then all assumptions rerun on the new set of data. This is due to the
fact that many assumptions especially multivariate outliers, can hide other outliers, due to the
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extreme distance of one variable compared to another. Upon completion of running these
assumptions, then you can run your analysis.
Even though it is not ideal, due to the fact that the One-Way MANOVA is considered
fairly robust to a violation of the assumption of normality, with small and uneven sample sizes,
and outliers, then it is acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016 (LAERD). However, the
more assumptions that are violated the more your power is lessened. Additionally, at any point
during your analysis if you remove a case and or transform your variable, then rerun all
assumptions.
Research question three- Significant Interactions in regard to Diversity Engagement.
To determine if there were significant interactions between demographics and epistemology in
regard to Diversity Engagement, the researcher decided to test a series of Factorial MANOVAs.
Since our research question is interested in determining if there are any significant interactions in
regard to Diversity Engagement, demographics and/or epistemological beliefs were our
independent variables. The measurement for Diversity Engagement was our dependent variable.
With the dependent variable being composed of three constructs, Diversity Advocacy, Diverse
Grounding, and Inclusive Learning, a multivariate test was most suitable. Furthermore, since the
question is interested in understanding a complex relationship, the Factorial MANOVA
determines if there is significant interaction between the dependent variables, if diversity
engagement differs based upon dependent variables, and if there are significant differences
between each dependent variable categorized by the other dependent variable. Effect sizes will
be included, when appropriate, to provide a numeric understanding of the difference between
two groups.
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To first determine which variables would provide significant interactions, a variety of
preliminary Factorial MANOVAs were tested for a variety of combinations of the demographic
variables and epistemological belief variables. These variables included Race, Gender, Age,
Ability, Socioeconomic, Faculty Rank, Tenure, STEM, and Epistemological Teaching belief.
Upon completion of this process, factorial MANOVAs with significant interactions were ran for
the following variables: Epistemology and Ethnicity, with White/Asian and Black/Hispanic
categories; and the STEM White Male composite variable and Age, as a dichotomy with PreMillennials and Millennials and after. Due to the size of our sample (n), certain variables were
excluded from analysis, because they created cells with small sizes, n < 3.
In order to utilize the Factorial MANOVA test there must be a list of assumptions that are
either met or at least accounted for. The first two assumptions dealt with the measurement level
of variables, in that our independent variable must be continuous, and the dependent variable
must be made of two or more independent categorical categories. All of variables fit those
assumptions. The next assumption was that there must be independence of observations, which
our data fulfils, since individuals were only allowed to take the test once. With that, the file
needed to be split, so that the assumption tests could examine each assumption in regard to each
set of independent variables. Once the file was split, the first assumption was that of linearity,
which could be visually affirmed via scatterplots. Multicollinearity was checked to ensure that
the dependent variables were not too closely, but moderately, related which would be indicated
by r > .9 (Laerd, 2018). The next assumption was that of outliers, which was found by running
an Explore analysis with Plots, with Subject ID as an identifier. This created a Box Plot to
determine how many and where the outliers are located. When outliers presented themselves,
the researcher could look to determine if they were data entry errors, transform the data, or keep
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the variables if the researcher believed that they were valuable to the analysis (Laerd, 2018).
After checking for outliers, the researcher tested for the assumption of multivariate outliers,
utilizing Mahalanobis distance, which could be found by running a linear regression, with a file
split on the independent variable. Depending upon the number of dependent variables that are
being utilized in the analysis, determines the threshold for how large the distance can be before
the case is considered an outlier. If an outlier is discovered the case should be removed, and then
all assumptions rerun on the new set of data. This is due to the fact that many assumptions,
especially multivariate outliers, can hide other outliers, due to the extreme distance of one
variable compared to another. Upon completion of running these assumptions, then you can run
your analysis. All results from assumption testing are provided in chapter 4 with results for each
test. Next, is the check for normality, which is checked with Shapiro-Wilk’s Test of Normality.
If this assumption is violated, then the researcher can look to transform our variables, or the
researcher can continue with an ultimately obtain a lower power for our analysis. Upon
completion of running these assumptions, then the analysis is run.
Even though assumption violations are not ideal, due to the fact that the Factorial
MANOVA is considered fairly robust to a violation of the assumption of normality, with small
and uneven sample sizes, and outliers, then it is acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016
(LAERD). However, for Factorial MANOVA’s if there are any multivariate outliers, you must
remove the outlier and rerun all analysis. Additionally, if you have any cells smaller than the
number of dependent variables, on the descriptives output when running the Factorial
MANOVA, then either that category of the independent variable needs to be collapsed with
another variable, or that variable should be removed. The more assumptions that are violated the
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more your power is lessened. Additionally, at any point during your analysis if you remove a
case and or transform your variable, then rerun all assumptions.
Qualitative. Qualitative data was collected from a variety of sources including an initial
and post interview, a series of observations that occurred between the interviews, and finally
curricular document analysis.
Interview Coding. The qualitative portion of this research is focused on understanding
how and why White Male faculty, who teach in undergraduate courses in the STEM fields,
engage in diversity through their academic curriculum. All interviews were held face to face,
and were recorded, and transcribed. Field notes were taken during each interview, reviewed, and
saved, but they were not transcribed. The interview responses were analyzed to gather an indepth understanding of the experiences, personal and professional, that influenced the
participants beliefs, motivations to engage in the work, and if that motivation is intrinsic or
extrinsic, beliefs as to why this work is important, and perceptions in regard to the environmental
factors that promote or hinder their desire to engage diversity within their curriculum.
In examining the interviews, a grounded theory methodology was utilized, due to its
flexible nature, and ability to be crafted to fit various research designs (Strauss & Corbin, 1994).
Specifically, for the qualitative coding process for the interviews, THE RESEARCHER utilized
the three stage qualitative data analysis approach (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, & Razavieh, 2010)
which is an amalgamation of a variety of other analysis approaches including Creswell (2007)
Marshall & Rossman (2006), Maxwell (2005) and Wolcott (1994). This process is comprised of
three steps which are (1) organizing and familiarizing, (2) coding and reducing, and (3)
interpreting and representing. The first stage which is composed of organizing and
familiarization involves becoming familiar with the data through immersion in the reading of
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transcriptions, reviewing of interview notes, and listening to recordings to identify small nuances
that might not appear on a transcription. Coding and reducing is comprised of two main steps.
During the first step the researcher generated codes based upon the transcripts. From there the
researcher then organized these codes into categories and began adding the supportive
information below. Once they had themes and the supportive information, then the categories
were coded into themes (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). During the final step of Interpreting and
Representing, the researcher began to contextualize (Wolcott, 1994) the themes that were created
in regard to their topic. This phase is the sense making, which was followed up with reporting
findings and also continually searching for alternative meetings (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
Observations. Class observations were performed in-between initial and post interviews
for each faculty member. During the initial interview, faculty members were consulted in regard
to which class would be the best for observation. Face to Face courses were chosen and ranged
from lab courses to lecture based courses. The course size ranged from 25-50 students. Faculty
were allowed to introduce the observer to their class, which each professor decided would be
best, due to the fact that students would notice a new individual. Class observations ranged from
two to four sessions, depending on length and course schedule.
Within the observation, the research observer observed for specific themes which
included: teaching focus, including teacher or student focused; Instructional Aids, which include
clickers and live class assessments; Teaching techniques including, Lecture, interactive lecture,
presentation, etc.; and Student Engagement including, opportunity for student inquiry, group
work, group presentation, and partner discussion etc. These observations were recorded and were
utilized for triangulation of the initial interviews and to identify situations or assignments for
discussion in the post interview.
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Furthermore, these observations allowed the researcher to understand the various
structural, interactional, and pedagogical aspects of the class to reference against their perceived
benefit. Finally, the observer was able to understand pedagogically how the faculty member
organized their class, and if espoused teaching techniques were given the same importance in
practice.
Document Analysis. Document analysis was collected via a number of sources, which
included any pre-course surveys, syllabi in paper form and via Moodle, a learning management
system, and any other curricula-based artifacts that the participants provided. The purpose of the
collection of this data was to assist in triangulation of results and the integration of diversity in
academic curriculum and inclusive teaching.
Utilizing Ary, Jacobs and Sorensen’s 3 step analysis process to examine the documents,
the researcher gathered syllabi from each instructor, and all the additional documents that faculty
were inclined to provide. These forms were analyzed to determine if the values that were
espoused in their interviews and their survey responses, appeared in their written artifacts.
Researchers reviewed the documents to review the authors, format of texts, types of assessment,
attendance and absence policies, and general feel of the syllabus as an introductory document
into the course. These documents were utilized to understand if and how faculty espoused these
views through their written communication.
Legitimation
A variety of methods were utilized to ensure the quality and accurateness of this research.
Quantitative. To ensure the accurateness of this data, all survey data was imported
directly from Qualtrics to SPSS, where the data was analyzed. Furthermore, each construct that
was integrated into the research was chosen for its reliability and the validity of its results.
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Furthermore, all scales findings were retested for reliability, which are provided in Data
Collection section of the Methodology chapter. In regard to any missing data, Little’s MCAR
test was ran to ensure that all missing information was random, and that the replacing of this
missing data would not skew results. Furthermore, all statistical procedures were recorded via an
analysis log, which allowed for verification of process, testing of assumptions, and accuracy of
results.
Qualitative. To ensure qualitative accurateness of interpretations, triangulation was
achieved through the utilization of a combination of methodologies. Patton (1990) states that
this can be achieved via qualitative and or quantitative approaches. Through the utilization of
quantitative survey analysis, initial and post interviews, observations, and document analysis,
triangulation was achieved.
Subjectivity
Within the research, I am utilizing a transformative viewpoint to help critically examine
and observe how faculty integrate diversity into their curriculum. With the nature of
transformative research, I understand that I am interested in looking at the political and structural
to help eliminate oppression. With that in mind, I have already created a space in which I
believe that there are negative actions occurring within classroom diversity and curriculum
diversity, that have marginalized minorities in higher education. Throughout this research, this is
a preconceived notion that I must recognize, to be as objective in the findings. Additionally,
understanding that I am interested in learning from a majority population, I have to recognize my
potential bias towards this group, so that I can effectively work to provide them with the tools
that they are not receiving, and some have made clear that they are not interested in
understanding. The last piece of this subjectivity is within the qualitative section of my research,
112

in being clear about the intentions of my research, diligently seeking out faculty and
understanding their bias, to theoretically and practically work towards the reduction and
elimination of privilege and oppression, and the increase of diversity engagement in higher
education.
Limits/Realities
This research is limited as a result of the samplings and participants targeted were faculty
at one institution. This will limit the ability to generalize results to other institutions nationally,
and regionally. To add to this specific area, possibly researching the multiple institutions in the
South Eastern United States, would help with the ability to relate findings. Additionally, since
this research is targeting white male faculty in the STEM field teaching undergraduate courses,
that leaves a large population out of the qualitative research. These additional populations could
add differing opinions. Especially individuals in the Asian American community, who hold a
unique perspective of being identified as an underrepresented group, however, do not utilize
inclusive teaching, or integrate diversity at high levels like other faculty of color. In our
quantitative research, the researcher utilized self-assessments to have faculty rate their levels of
Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, Inclusive Learning and Epistemological Viewpoint,
which can provide flawed results. Lastly, our small sample size (n = 140) also limited the
inferential ability of the statistics and the ability to test for extremely complex relations.
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RESULTS AND FINDINGS
Introduction
This study utilized an exploratory mixed method design to explore how faculty
demographics and epistemological beliefs influence faculty’s engagement of diversity in their
academic curriculum. This was followed up with an in-depth exploration of the praxis of the
motivational factors and techniques faculty utilize to engage in this topic. Quantitative methods
were used to collect and examine survey data related to faculty actions and beliefs. The next step
was to identify if epistemology influenced faculty engagement of diversity and, confirm
previously identified variables. Qualitative methods were used to understand the factors that
white male faculty, who teach STEM undergraduate curriculum, utilize to engage diversity
across epistemological beliefs. Specifically, interviews, observations, and document analysis
were utilized to triangulate the motivational factors and praxis, that were employed to engage in
diversity across epistemological beliefs. Interviews provided the researcher the foundation of
espoused beliefs upon which to frame and understand their curricular engagement. Class
observations and document analysis provided a reference point to contrast beliefs espoused
during the interviews and to observe faculty teaching their curriculum.
Importance of Minority Faculty
It is important to note that as this research will revolve around the ability that nonmarginalized populations have to influence diversity engagement and inclusive teaching in
academic curriculum, readers need to understand that the continual investment and inclusion of
diverse populations within our faculty is still of the utmost importance. Although institutions
espouse a belief in the importance of minority and marginalized faculty, historical data has
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supported the notion that there have been incremental advances regarding faculty diversification.
According to the U.S. Department of Education, in 1993 there were 81% White faculty which
decreased to 74% in 2013-14 (US Department of Education, 2018). Furthermore, as of 2016 ,
the NCES (2018c) reported that 76% of faculty, nationally, were White, with 41% of all faculty
identifying as White males. This data reveals the important fact that although there has been
some change in faculty demographics, the ratio of majority and minority faculty are still
significantly disproportionate from national and state averages (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016a;
2016b). Revealing that there is still a vast shortage of minorities and women in faculty roles
within higher education. This research aims to work in conjunction with those challenges, to
help provide a complimentary solution to help assist the current generation of minority and
marginalized students, while institutions work to close the racial/ethnic and gender gap within
faculty ranks across the United States. From this data there are still strides that need to be taken
to increase faculty diversity, and this research is not a means to stifle those efforts, which would
be a further disservice to the individuals within our higher education institution.
Quantitative Results
The quantitative portion of this mixed methods research provided the foundation for the
exploratory qualitative portion of the research. This aided in determining if differences in
diversity engagement can be identified based upon the various demographics and
epistemological beliefs. These demographics included previously studied variables such as
ethnicity, sex, age, STEM, and other variables, which based upon a review of literature have
been minimally studied. Those variables include the specific identification of white males who
teach STEM undergraduate curriculum, and epistemological beliefs regarding teaching and
research. Another benefit of utilizing a MANOVA statistical analysis is that it will also identify
115

if there are significant differences between the independent group in regard to the linear
composite of the dependent variables. This is a construct created from the combination of three
previously validated scales (Laerd Statistics, 2015), including Diversity Advocacy (Park &
Denson, 2009), Diverse Grounding (Laird, 2011), and Inclusive Learning (Laird, 2011). This
will allow us to understand how individuals’ demographics influence each of the three individual
constructs together.
To determine if there were significant group differences in regard to the dependent
variables, Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning, and the linear
composite of the dependent variables construct, a variety of MANOVAs were run. Initially, to
determine group differences based upon specific demographics, One-way MANOVAs were run.
These tests provide results that inform the researcher that there are significance differences
between the linear composite of the dependent variables, based upon the different groups of the
independent variable. In addition to information on the linear composite variable, SPSS also
allows follow up MANOVAs and Post Hoc tests to be run on the same variables. These tests
inform us if there are significant differences between the independent variable and each
dependent variable. The Tukey-Kramer or Games Howell Post Hoc test informs us of where the
differences are if there are more than two levels of the independent variable. Upon completion
of running the One-way MANOVAs, in an interest to determine if there are any significant
interactions between multiple independent variables, Factorial MANOVAs were ran. This
portion of analysis provided us with information in regard to how multiple independent variables
interacted to influence the linear composite of the dependent variable, the individual dependent
variables, and if there were differences between different levels of the independent variables.
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Research question one – Diversity Engagement in regard to Demographic
Differences. To address the first research question, which aims to investigate if there are
significant differences between diversity engagement based upon demographic differences, a
variety of One-Way ANOVA’s were conducted. Through this specific analysis, the researcher
was able to gather an understanding of how the linear composite of the dependent variables, and
the individual’s variables, vary across different groups of the independent variable (IV). This
information informs us to the magnitude and power that each demographic attribute (IV)
influences behavior and beliefs in regard to the Diversity Engagement constructs. Diversity
engagement and inclusive teaching were measured across three constructs including: diversity
Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning.
Demographic variable analysis began with an extensive preliminary MANOVA testing,
based upon factors identified via prior research in the areas of counseling (Sue and Sue, 2008),
education (Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006), and social work education (Singleton, 1994). These
initial factors included ethnicity, sex, and age (Laird, 2011; Park & Denson, 2009). Upon
completion of these analysis, all other demographic variables were organized and tested for
significant differences.
Sex. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to determine the effect of
gender on the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning constructs.
Individuals were classified based upon their gender, either male or female. For this specific
analysis, there were two individuals who selected Other (n = 2). Due to the small population of
respondent that self-ascribed with this identity, gender was recoded into a dichotomous variable
with male and female categories. Based upon the responses, preliminary assumption checking
revealed that there were 13 univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed by inspection of a
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boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths, away from the top of the box (Laerd Statistics,
2019). DA, DG, and IL are not normally distributed for either gender, as assessed by visual
inspection of Normal Q-Q Plots and Shapiro-Wilk’s, p < .05. There was no multicollinearity, as
assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG: r = .537, p < .0005; DG*IL: r = .443, p = .016;
DA*IL: r =.198, p = .020) (Laerd Statistics, 2019). There was a linear relationship between
Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scores by gender, as assessed
by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis
distance (p > .001). There is homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by Box’s
test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .103). There was homogeneity of variances, as
assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05).
Females scored higher in Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive
Learning (M = 12.81, SD = 2.75; M = 24.31, SD = 4.33; M = 27.32, SD = 2.76, respectively)
than the males (M = 11.47, SD = 2.85 ; M = 21.94, SD = 5.33; M = 25.81, SD = 3.80,
respectively).
Table 4.1. Sex Descriptive Statistics
Diversity Engagement Construct
DiversityAdvocacy

DiverseGrounding

InclusiveLearning

Mean
Std. Deviation
12.8122
2.7499
11.4684
2.84576
12.0429
2.87356
24.3148
4.33727
21.9437
5.33413
22.9574
5.05467
27.322
2.75706
25.8101
3.79634
26.4565
3.46225

Female
Male
Total
Female
Male
Total
Female
Male
Total
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N
59
79
138
59
79
138
59
79
138

There was a statistically significant difference between genders on the linear composite
of the dependent variables, F (3,134) = 3.524, p < .006; Pillai’s Trace = .088; Partial η2 = .088.
There was a statistically significant difference between genders on the Diversity Advocacy scale,
F (1,136) = 7.801, p<.006; partial η2 = .054. Females scored 1.34 (95% CI, .389 to 2.298),
higher than males on the Diversity Advocacy construct. There was a statistically significant
difference between genders on the Diverse Grounding scale, F (1,136) = 7.750, p < .006; partial
η2 = .054. Females scored 2.37 (95% CI, .692 to 4.050), higher than males on the Diverse
Grounding construct. There was a statistically significant difference between genders on the
Inclusive Learning scale, F (1,136) = 6.709, p<.011; partial η2 = .047. Females scored 1.51
(95% CI, .358 to 2.66), higher than males on the Inclusive Learning construct.
Table 4.2. Sex MANOVA and ANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

Sex

Pillai's Trace

Source
Sex

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Dependent
Variable
DA Scale
DG Scale
IL Scale
DA Scale
DG Scale
IL Scale
DA Scale
DG Scale
IL Scale
DA Scale
DG Scale
IL Scale

F

Hypothesis
df

0.088
3
4.323b
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Type III Sum
Mean
df
of Squares
Square
60.992
1
60.992
189.897
1
189.897
77.206
1
77.206
1070.265
136
7.87
3310.416
136
24.341
1565.033
136
11.508
21145.523
138
76232.433
138
98235
138
1131.256
137
3500.313
137
1642.239
137

Error df

Sig.

134 0.006

Partial Eta
Squared

Noncent.
Parameter

0.088

Observed
Powerc

12.97

Observed
Partial Eta Noncent.
Squared
Parameter
Powerd
7.75 0.006
0.054
7.75
0.789
7.801 0.006
0.054
7.801
0.792
6.709 0.011
0.047
6.709
0.73

F

Sig.

Ethnicity. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to determine if there
were significant differences between ethnicity and the linear composite of the dependent
variables. Based on the sample size of the various demographics, groups were categorized based
upon previous research (Hurtado, 2001). These groups included Black/Hispanic, White/Asian,
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0.859

Native Indian/2 Races, and Other. Upon assumption checking, 15 univariate outliers were found
in the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away
from the top of the box. The DA construct is normally distributed for Native Indian/2Races or
More and Other, while the DG construct is normally distributed for Native Indian/2Races or
More and Other, and the IL construct is normally distributed for Black/Hispanic, Native
Indian/2Races or More, and Other. All other distributions are not normally distributed, as
assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s, p < .05. There was no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson
correlation (DA*DG r = .540, p < .0005; DG*IL r = .444, p = .0005; DA*IL r = .203, p = .016)
(Laerd Statistics, 2017). There was a linear relationship between scores on the DA, DG, and IL
scale for each level of teaching, as assessed by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in
the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). There were more cases than
independent variables. There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by
Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p=.012). There was homogeneity of variances for
the Diverse Grounding and Inclusive Learning constructs, as assessed by Levene's Test of
Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05). There was a violation of the Homogeneity of Variances
assumption on the Diversity Advocacy construct, as assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity
of Variance (p < .05). This means that to interpret the Univariate ANOVA results, Welch’s
ANOVA was used to determine is if there were statistically significant differences.
In regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
the combined group of African American & Hispanic scored higher across all three categories,
with the three other categories fluctuating within the lower level of scores. Their scores are as
follow for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Black/ Hispanic (M = 13.83, SD =
1.42), Other (M = 12.14, SD = 2.19), White/Asian (M = 11.88, SD = 2.82), and on the Native
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Indian (M = 8.40, SD = 4.45); DG scale Black/ Hispanic (M = 24.89, SD = 4.64), White/Asian
(M = 22.72, SD = 4.85), Other (M = 22.14, SD = 6.01), and Native Indian (M = 20.60, SD =
8.62); and on the Inclusive Learning scale Native Indian (M = 28.00, SD = 2.92), Other (M =
26.57, SD = 4.20), Black/ Hispanic (M = 26.33, SD = 2.83), and White/Asian (M = 26.31, SD =
3.77).
Table 4.3. Ethnicity Descriptive Statistics

Diversity Advocacy

Diverse Grounding

Inclusive Learning

Ethnicity
White/Asian
Black/Hispanic
Native Indian / 2
Races or More
Other
Total
White/Asian
Black/Hispanic

Descriptive Statistics
Mean
11.8811
13.8333

Std. Deviation
2.82023
1.42457

8.4

4.44972

5

12.1429
12.0208
22.7193
24.8889

2.19306
2.85935
4.84522
4.63857

7
140
110
18

20.6

8.61974

5

22.1429
22.8938
26.3091
26.3333

6.01189
5.04938
3.76548
2.82843

7
140
110
18

28

2.91548

5

26.5714
26.3857

4.1975
3.63355

7
140

Native Indian / 2
Races or More
Other
Total
White/Asian
Black/Hispanic
Native Indian / 2
Races or More
Other
Total

N
110
18

There was a statistically significant difference between ethnicities in regard to the linear
composite of the dependent variable, F (9, 408) = 2.193, p = .022; Pillai’s Trace = .138; partial
η2 = .046. Since the Diversity Advocacy construct violated the assumption of Homogeneity of
Variances, then the Welch’s F was utilized to determine significance. According to Welch’s
ANOVA, there was a statistically significant difference in Diversity Advocacy, F (3, 11.967) =
7.611, p = .004; partial η2 = .112, belief for the various ethnicity categories. There were no
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statistically significant differences for Diverse Grounding, F (3,136) = 1.388, p = .249; partial η2
= .030, nor Inclusive Learning, F (3,136) = .348, p = .791; partial η2 = .008, beliefs in regard to
Ethnicity. Due to the violation of the assumption of Homogeneity of Variance, then the GamesHowell Post HOC test was utilized to identify mean differences between ethnicities on the
Diversity Advocacy scale. There was an increase in the DA construct score from White/Asian
(M = 11.88, SD = 2.82) to Black/ Hispanic (M = 13.83, SD = 1.42, a mean increase of 1.95 (p
<.0005).
Table 4.4. Ethnicity MANOVA and ANOVA Results
Effect
Ethnicity

Pillai's Trace

Source

Dependent Variable

Ethnicity

Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Multivariate Tests
F
Hypothesis df
0.138
2.193
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Value

Type III Sum of Squares

df

9

Mean Square

126.938
105.25
13.966
1009.511
3438.733
1821.205
21366.523
76921.433
99304
1136.449
3543.983
1835.171

3
3
3
136
136
136
140
140
140
139
139
139

42.313
35.083
4.655
7.423
25.285
13.391

Error df
408
F

Sig.
Partial Eta
0.022
0.046

Noncent.
Observed
19.736
0.891

Observed
Partial Eta
Noncent.
d
Squared
Parameter
Power
0.001
0.112
17.101
0.943
0.249
0.03
4.163
0.362
0.791
0.008
1.043
0.117

Sig.
5.7
1.388
0.348

Robust Tests of Equality of Means
DiversityAdvocacy
Welch

Statistic
7.611

df1
3

df2
11.967

Sig.
0.004

Table 4.5. Ethnicity Post Hoc
Multiple Comparisons
Games-Howell
Dependent Variable

(I) Ethnicity

DiversityAdvocacy
White/Asian

Black/Hispanic

Native Indian / 2 Races +

Other

(J) Ethnicity

Mean Difference (I-J)
*

Black/Hispanic
Native Indian / 2 Races +
Other
White/Asian

-1.9523
3.4811
-0.2618

*

1.9523
5.4333
1.6905
-3.4811
-5.4333
-3.7429
0.2618
-1.6905
3.7429

Native Indian / 2 Races +
Other
White/Asian
Black/Hispanic
Other
White/Asian
Black/Hispanic
Native Indian / 2 Races +
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Std. Error

Sig.

0.43018
2.00806
0.87142
0.43018

0
0.412
0.99
0

2.0181
0.89433
2.00806
2.0181
2.15571
0.87142
0.89433
2.15571

0.159
0.303
0.412
0.159
0.391
0.99
0.303
0.391

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-3.1018
-0.8027
-4.5503
11.5124
-3.1125
2.5889
0.8027
3.1018
-2.563
-1.169
-11.5124
-13.4297
-11.4734
-2.5889
-4.55
-3.9877

13.4297
4.55
4.5503
2.563
3.9877
3.1125
1.169
11.4734

Age. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to determine the effect of age.
After preliminary analysis aggregating age in a variety of categories, generational groups were
created to provide a logical separation of categories. Therefore, age was recoded as a
dichotomous variable based upon generation. Upon completion of that reclassification, the
variable was analyzed in a variety of fashions, until significant differences were found for
diversity engagement between individuals born before the Millennial generation and after the
Millennial generation.
In examining for initial assumptions, 15 univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed
by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box.
DA, DG, and IL constructs are not normally distributed for either gender, as assessed by
Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p>.05). Due to the fact that the One-Way MANOVA is considered fairly
robust to a violation of the assumption of normality, with small and uneven sample sizes, then it
was acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016). There was no multicollinearity, as
assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .533, p < .0005; DG*IL r = .424, p <.0005; DA*IL
r = .184, p = .033). There was a linear relationship between scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale
for each dichotomous category of age for faculty, as assessed by scatterplot. There was a
multivariate outlier in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). After removing
the multivariate outlier, data was reanalyzed, and an additional multivariate outlier appeared.
Upon a third analysis, with the removal of the two outliers, no additional multivariate outliers
were found in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). With the removal of the
multivariate outliers, all assumptions were ran again to check for any additional violations.
With the removal of the two multivariate outliers, the one-way multivariate analysis of
variance was run again with a new sample of n = 133. There were 13 univariate outliers found in
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the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away
from the top of the box. DA, DG, and IL constructs are not normally distributed for either
gender, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05). Again, due to the fact that the One-Way
MANOVA is considered fairly robust to a violation of the assumption of normality, with small
and uneven sample sizes, then it was acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016). There
was no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG: r = .543, p < .0005;
DG*IL: r = .417, p < .0005; DA*IL: r = .188, p = .031). There was a linear relationship between
scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each dichotomous category of age for faculty, as assessed
by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis
distance, for dichotomous age groups (p > .001). There were more cases than independent
variables. There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by Box’s test of
equality of covariance matrices (p=.005). For the DA construct, assumption of homogeneity of
variances was violated, as assessed by Levene's test for equality of variances (p = .023). For the
DG and IL construct, there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's Test of
Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05).
In regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
those born in the Millennial Generation and After had higher scores on the Diversity Advocacy,
Diverse Grounding Scales, and Inclusive Learning than the other group. Their scores were as
follow for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Before Millennial (M = 11.63, SD =
3.04), and Millennials & After (M = 13.13, SD = 1.99); on the DG scale before Millennial (M =
22.50, SD = 5.02), and Millennials & After (M = 24.38, SD = 4.52); and on the IL scale Before
Millennial (M = 26.33, SD = 3.41), and Millennials & After (M = 27.19, SD = 2.56).
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Table 4.6. Age (Dichotomous) Descriptive Statistics
Diversity Engagement
Diversity Advocacy

Diverse Grounding

Inclusive Learning

Age (Dichotomous)
Millennials & After
Before Millennials
Total
Millennials & After
Before Millennials
Total
Millennials & After
Before Millennials
Total

Descriptive Statistics
Mean
13.125
11.63
12.1736
24.375
22.5015
23.1828
27.1875
26.3333
26.6439

Std. Deviation
1.98532
3.03595
2.78838
4.5177
5.02247
4.91155
2.55706
3.40564
3.1408

N
48
84
132
48
84
132
48
84
132

There was a statistically significant difference between the dichotomous age construct for
faculty that teach in STEM fields in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F
(3, 128) = 3.438, p = .019; Pillai’s Trace = .075; partial η2 = .075. There were no statistically
significant differences for Diverse Grounding and Inclusive Learning. Due to the fact that the
there was a violation of the test for homogeneity of variances, the Welch ANOVA was utilized
to interpret if there was significance for the DA construct in regard to the dichotomous as
variables. Beliefs on the Diversity Advocacy construct was statistically significant difference for
different levels of age, Welch’s F (1, 127.556) = 11.651, p = .001.
Professorial Rank. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run. This was used
to determine if there were differences between various levels of teaching staff and their
engagement of diversity and inclusive teaching. There were 13 univariate outliers found in the
data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from
the top of the box. Instructor/GA/Other and Assistant Professor categories are normally
distributed for Diverse Grounding, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05). All other
constructs are not normally distributed for professorial rank, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test
(p < .05).
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Table 4.7. Age (Dichotomous) MANOVA and ANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

F

Age (Dichotomous)

Pillai's Trace

Source

Dependent Variable

Age (Dichotomous)

Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV

68.273
107.212
22.286
950.258
3052.94
1269.979

DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV

20580.523
74102.433
94999
1018.531
3160.152
1292.265

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Diversity Advocacy
Welch

0.075
Type III Sum of
Squares

Statistic

df1
11.651

Hypothesis df
b

3

3.438
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
df

Error df

Mean Square
1
1
1
130
130
130

68.273
107.212
22.286
7.31
23.484
9.769

128

F

Sig.
0.019

Sig.
9.34
4.565
2.281

0.003
0.034
0.133

Partial Eta
Squared

Noncent.
Parameter

0.075
Partial Eta
Squared

Observed
c

Power
0.761

10.315
Noncent.
Parameter

0.067
0.034
0.017

Observed

9.34
4.565
2.281

Powerd
0.858
0.564
0.323

132
132
132
131
131
131
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
df2
Sig.
1
127.556
0.001

Due to the fact that the One-Way MANOVA is considered fairly robust to a violation of the
assumption of normality, with small and uneven sample sizes, then it was acceptable to proceed
(Pituch and Stevens, 2016). There was no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation
(DA*DG r = .540, p < .0005; DG*IL r = .444, p = .0005; DA*IL r = .203, p = .016). There was
a linear relationship between scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each level of teaching, as
assessed by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by
Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). There was homogeneity of variance-covariances matrices, as
assessed by Box's test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .005). For the DA and DG
construct, there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of
Variance (p > .05). For the IL construct, assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated,
as assessed by Levene's test for equality of variances (p = .032). Due to this violation of the
assumption of Homogeneity of Variance, Welch’s ANOVA was utilized to determine univariate
significance for Inclusive Learning.
In regards the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
Assistant and Associate Professors tended to score higher than Professors and non-tenure track
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staff. Their scores are as follows for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Professor
(M = 11.18, SD = 3.05, Associate (M = 13.10, SD = 2.02), Assistant (M = 13.36, SD = 1.83),
and Instructor/GA/Other (M = 11.15, SD = 3.20); on the DG scale Professor (M = 22.01, SD =
5.53), Associate (M = 23.95, SD = 4.74), Assistant (M = 23.71, SD = 4.62), and
Instructor/GA/Other (M = 22.46, SD = 4.97); and on the Inclusive Learning scale Professor (M =
25.49, SD = 4.25), Associate (M = 27.83, SD = 2.57), Assistant (M = 26.75, SD = 2.72),
Instructor /GA/Other (M = 26, SD = 3.90).
Table 4.8. Professorial Rank Descriptive Statistics

Diversity Advocacy

Diverse Grounding

Inclusive Learning

Professorial Rank
Instructor/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total
Instructor//Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total
Instructor/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total

Descriptive Statistics
Mean
11.1538
13.3571
13.1
11.1841
12.0208
22.4615
23.7143
23.9525
22.0128
22.8938
26
26.75
27.8333
25.4884
26.3857

Std. Deviation
3.20804
1.83008
2.02314
3.05461
2.85935
4.96751
4.61766
4.74476
5.53037
5.04938
3.90007
2.71655
2.57419
4.25033
3.63355

N

There was a statistically significant difference between teaching rank in regard to the
linear composite of the dependent variable, F (9, 408) = 2.802, p = .003; Pillai’s Trace = .175;
partial η2 = .058. According to the univariate ANOVA follow up test, there was a statistically
significant difference in Diversity Advocacy, F (3,136) = 6.596, p < .0005; partial η2 = .127.
Additionally, there were no statistically significant difference in Diverse Grounding, F (3, 136) =
1.224, p = .304; partial η2 = .026, beliefs in regard to professorial rank. Due to the violation of
Inclusive learning in regard to the homogeneity of variances, the Welch F found that there was
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39
28
30
43
140
39
28
30
43
140
39
28
30
43
140

significant difference in Inclusive Learning, F (3, 74.625) = 3.453, p = .021, and beliefs across
professorial ranks. Tukey Post HOC tests revealed the following differences in means on the DA
construct. There was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy construct score from Instructor /GA
/Other (M = 11.15, SD = 3.20) to Assistant (M = 13.36, SD = 1.83), a mean increase of 2.203,
95% CI (-3.94, -.4631). There was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy construct score from
Instructor /GA /Other (M = 11.15, SD = 3.20) to Associate (M = 13.10, SD = 2.02), a mean
increase of 1.95, 95% CI (-3.65, -.2401). There was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy
construct score from Professor (M = 11.18, SD = 3.05) to Assistant (M = 13.36, SD = 1.83), a
mean increase of 2.17, 95% CI (-3.88, -.4670). There was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy
construct score from the Professor (M = 11.18, SD = 3.05) to Associate (M = 13.10, SD = 2.02),
a mean increase of 1.92, 95% CI (-3.59, -.2447). According to the Games Howell Post HOC
test, there was an increase in the Inclusive Learning construct score from the Professor (M =
25.49, SD = 4.25) to Associate (M = 27.83, SD = 2.57), a mean increase of 2.34, 95% CI (.2377,
4.4522).
Table 4.9. Professorial Rank MANOVA, ANOVA, WELCH's ANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

Professorial Rank

Pillai's Trace

Source

Dependent Variable

Professorial Rank

DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV

Error

Total

Corrected Total

F

Hypothesis df

0.175
2.802
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Type III Sum of Squares

df

144.357
93.136
107.011
992.092
3450.847
1728.161
21366.523
76921.433
99304
1136.449
3543.983
1835.171

Error df
9

Mean Square
3
3
3
136
136
136
140
140
140
139
139
139

48.119
31.045
35.67
7.295
25.374
12.707

df2
74.625

Sig.
0.021

Robust Tests of Equality of Means
InclusiveLearningREV
Welch

Statistic
3.453

df1
3

128

408
F
6.596
1.224
2.807

Sig.
0.003
Sig.
0
0.304
0.042

Noncent. Observed
Parameter Power
0.058
25.221
0.96

Partial Eta Squared

Noncent. Observed
Parameter Power
0.127
19.789
0.97
0.026
3.671
0.322
0.058
8.421
0.665

Partial Eta Squared

Table 4.10. Professorial Rank Post Hoc
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
Dependent Variable

(I) Professorial Rank

DiversityAdvocacy
Instructor/GA/Other

Assistant Professor

Associate Professor

(J) Professorial Rank

Mean Difference (I-J)

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper Bound
Bound

Sig.

Assistant Professor

-2.2033

*

0.66901

0.007

-3.9434

-0.4631

Associate Professor
Professor

-1.9462*
-0.0303

0.6559
0.59724

0.018
1

-3.6522
-1.5837

-0.2401
1.5232

Instructor/GA/Other

*

0.66901

0.007

0.4631

3.9434

Associate Professor

2.2033
0.2571

0.70971

0.984

-1.5889

2.1032

Professor

2.1730

*

0.65588

0.006

0.467

3.879

Instructor/GA/Other

0.6559

0.018

0.2401

3.6522

Assistant Professor

1.9462*
-0.2571

0.70971

0.984

-2.1032

1.5889

Professor

1.9159*

0.6425

0.018

0.2447

3.5871

0.0303

0.59724

1

-1.5232

1.5837

Assistant Professor

-2.1730*

0.65588

0.006

-3.879

-0.467

Associate Professor

-1.9159

*

0.6425

0.018

-3.5871

-0.2447

Instructor/GA/Other
Professor

Std. Error

Stem. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to determine if there were
any statistically significant differences in diversity engagement between teaching faculty in
STEM or Non-STEM fields. Individuals were classified based upon if the typical class that they
specified was considered a STEM or not. See Data Analysis section for details in regard to how
data classified. For this specific analysis, three individuals did not provide a course for analysis,
therefore those individuals were excluded them form analysis. Additionally, subject number 225
was found to be a multivariate outlier in preliminary tests for assumptions, so that individual was
excluded, and the analysis was running with a n = 136.
In checking preliminary assumptions, there were 14 univariate outliers found in the data,
as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top
of the box. DA, DG, and IL constructs are not normally distributed for either STEM or NonSTEM groups, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p>.05). Due to the fact that the One-Way
MANOVA is considered fairly robust to a violation of the assumption of normality, with small
and uneven sample sizes, then it is acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016). There was
no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .540, p < .0005; DG*IL r =
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.444, p = .0005; DA*IL r = .203, p = .016). There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as
assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). There was homogeneity of variance-covariance
matrices, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .100). For the DA,
DG, and IL construct, there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's Test of
Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05).
In regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
Assistant and Associate Non-STEM professors tended to score higher than their STEM peers on
each construct . Their scores are as follows for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale
Non-STEM (M = 12.66, SD = 2.73) and STEM (M = 11.40, SD = 2.91), on the DG scale NonSTEM (M = 24.35, SD = 4.03); and on the IL construct Non-STE (M = 27.12, SD = 3.00) and
STEM ( M = 25.91, SD = 3.68).
There was a statistically significant difference between STEM and Non-STEM teaching
faculty in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (3, 132) = 4.463, p = .005;
Pillai’s Trace = .092; partial η2 = .092.
Table 4.11. STEM Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive Statistics
STEM

Mean

Diversity Advocacy Non-STEM
STEM
Total
Diverse Grounding Non-STEM
STEM
Total
Inclusive Learning Non-STEM
STEM
Total

12.6567
11.4046
12.0215
24.3519
21.4863
22.898
27.1194
25.913
26.5074
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Std.
Deviation
2.72782
2.9055
2.87833
4.03327
5.52051
5.03701
3.00768
3.68119
3.40804

N
67
69
136
67
69
136
67
69
136

There was a statistically significant difference in Diversity Advocacy, F (1,134) = 6.705, p <
.011; partial η2 = .048, and Diverse Grounding, F (1, 134) = 11.890, p=.001; partial η2 = .081,
between individuals who self-identify as teaching STEM and those who are not. There was no
statistical significance on the IL scale in regard to the Non-STEM/STEM dichotomous variable.
Table 4.12. STEM MANOVA & ANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

STEM

Hypothesis
df

F

Error df

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Noncent. Observed
Parameter Powerc

Pillai's Trace

0.092

4.463

b

3

132

0.005

0.092

13.39

0.871

Wilks' Lambda

0.908

4.463b

3

132

0.005

0.092

13.39

0.871

Hotelling's Trace

0.101

4.463

b

3

132

0.005

0.092

13.39

0.871

Roy's Largest Root

0.101

4.463

b

3

132

0.005

0.092

13.39

0.871

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source

Dependent Variable

STEM

Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning

Type III Sum of
Squares
53.294
279.139

df

Mean Square

Noncent.
Parameter

Observed
d

6.705
11.89

0.011
0.001

0.048
0.081

6.705
11.89

Power
0.729
0.928

4.365

0.039

0.032

4.365

0.546

49.47

1

49.47

134

7.949

Error

Diverse Grounding

3146.008

134

23.478

1518.523
20772.523
74732.433

134
136
136

11.332

Total

Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding

97127

136

1118.448
3425.147
1567.993

135
135
135

Corrected Total

Partial Eta
Squared

53.294
279.139

1065.154

Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning

Sig.

1
1

Diversity Advocacy

Inclusive Learning

F

White Males in STEM. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to
determine if there were statistically significant differences in regard to Diversity Engagement,
between White Male STEM faculty, Non-White Males in STEM, and Non-STEM instructional
faculty who teach undergraduate curriculum. In preliminarily checking assumptions, one
multivariate outlier was identified and removed. For detailed explanation of the creation of the
independent variable, please refer to Data Analysis.
There were 16 univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot
for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box. The STEM White Male
group is normally distributed for the Diversity Advocacy and Diverse Grounding constructs. All
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other constructs are not normally distributed, as assessed by the Shapiro Wilk, p > .05. There
was no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .533, p < .0005;
DG*IL r = .423, p = .0005; DA*IL r = .186, p = .033). There was a linear relationship between
scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each level of STEM/ethnicity/gender categories, as
assessed by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by
Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as
assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p=.251). There was homogeneity of
variances, as assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05).
In regards the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
those individuals who classified themselves as Non-STEM had higher scores on the Diversity
Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scales. Non-White Males in STEM
consistently scored in the middle and White Male STEM Instructional Faculty scored the lowest
on each construct. Their scores are as follows for each scale in descending order: on the DA
construct Non-STEM (M = 12.66, SD = 2.73), STEM Others (M = 11.66, SD = 2.99), STEM
White Males (M = 11.07, SD = 2.80); for the Diverse Grounding construct Non-STEM (M =
24.35, SD = 4.03), the STEM Others (M = 22.08, SD = 5.49), and STEM White Male (m =
20.72, SD = 5.55); and for the IL construct, Non-STEM (M = 27.12, SD = 3.01), the STEM
Others (M = 26.05, SD = 3.58), followed by STEM White Males (M = 25.73, SD = 3.41).
There was a statistically significant difference between the Ethnicity/Sex/STEM
construct for faculty in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (6, 264) =
2.364, p = .031; Pillai’s Trace = .102; partial η2 = .051. There was a statistically significant
difference in Diverse Grounding construct , F(2,133) = 6.628, p = .002; partial η2 = .091 , but
not for Diversity Advocacy, F(2,133) = 3.727, p < .027; partial η2 = .186, and Inclusive
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Learning, F(2,133) = 2.244, p < .11; partial η2 = .033, constructs when comparing Non-STEM,
STEM Others (including women of all races and ethnicities, and Non-White Males). There was
an increase on the DG construct from the STEM White Male group (M = 11.07, SD = 2.80) to
the Non-STEM group, a mean increase of 1.59 (95% CI, .1207 to 3.059).
Table 4.13. STEM White Male (3 Categories) Descriptive
Descriptive Statistics
STEM White Male
Diversity Engagement
Mean
(3 Categories)
Diversity Advocacy

Diverse Grounding

Inclusive Learning

Std. Deviation

N

Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Total
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Total

12.6567
11.6645
11.0667
12.0215
24.3519
22.0769
20.7184
22.898

2.72782
2.99175
2.80312
2.87833
4.03327
5.49346
5.5532
5.03701

67
39
30
136
67
39
30
136

Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Total

27.1194
26.0513
25.7333
26.5074

3.00768
3.58321
3.85901
3.40804

67
39
30
136

Table 4.14. STEM White Male MANOVA & ANOVA Results
Effect

STEM White Male (3
Categories)

Multivariate Tests
Hypothesis
F
df

Value

Error df

Partial Eta
Squared

Sig.

Noncent.
Parameter

Observed
d

Pillai's Trace

0.102

2.364

6

264

0.031

0.051

14.187

Power
0.808

Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace

0.898
0.113

2.411b
2.457

6
6

262
260

0.028
0.025

0.052
0.054

14.467
14.742

0.817
0.825

Roy's Largest Root

0.113

132

0.003

0.101

14.871

0.906

3
4.957c
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Source

Dependent Variable

STEM White Male
(Dichotomous)

Diversity Advocacy

Type III Sum of
Squares
59.355

2

Mean
Square
29.677

3.727

Observed
Partial Eta
Noncent.
Squared
Parameter
Powerd
0.027
0.053
7.454
0.674

Diverse Grounding

310.434

2

155.217

6.628

0.002

0.091

13.256

0.907

Inclusive Learning

51.184

2

25.592

2.244

0.11

0.033

4.488

0.45

Diversity Advocacy

1059.093

133

7.963

Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning

3114.713
1516.809
20772.523
74732.433
97127
1118.448
3425.147
1567.993

133
133
136
136
136
135
135
135

23.419
11.405

Error

Total

Corrected Total

df

133

F

Sig.

Research question two – Diversity Engagement in regard to Epistemological
Differences. To address the second quantitative research question, which aims to investigate if
there are any significant differences between epistemological teaching beliefs in regard to
diversity engagement, a one-way MANOVA was conducted. In order to identify individual’s
epistemological belief, all participants were provided three vignettes to read, which spoke to the
four aspects of epistemological belief including, source of knowledge, certainty of knowledge,
simplicity of knowledge, and justification of knowledge. Upon completion of reading and
comprehending the vignettes, participants were then asked to choose which vignette best
described their beliefs in a variety of contexts. Specifically, for this research question, only
individual’s epistemological belief regarding teaching was utilized. Participants were only
allowed to choose the one belief that they identified with most, for each situational context.
To address the second research question, which aims to investigate if there are significant
differences between diversity engagement based upon epistemological belief differences, a OneWay MANOVA was conducted. Through this specific analysis, the researcher was able to
understand how individuals vary in regard to diversity engagement, based upon their teaching
epistemological belief. This information informs us to the magnitude and power that
epistemology influences behavior and belief in regard to the Diversity Engagement constructs.
Diversity Engagement was measured across three constructs including: Diversity Advocacy,
Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning.
Teaching Epistemology. A one-way multivariate analysis was ran to determine if there
were statistically significant differences between teaching epistemological beliefs in regard to
their level of engagement in diversity.
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In checking for the initial assumptions, there were 10 univariate outliers found in the
data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from
the top of the box. DG is normally distributed for Realist and Relativist belief. DA, DG, and IL
are not normally distributed for any of the other beliefs as assessed by inspection of ShapiroWilks Test of Normality. There was no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation
(DA*DG r = .540, p < .0005; DG*IL r = .444, p = .0005; DA*IL r = .203, p = .016). There was
a linear relationship between scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each level of epistemology,
as assessed by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by
Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as
assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .003). For the DA and DG
construct, there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's Test (p > .05). There
was a violation of the homogeneity of variances assumption on the IL construct, as assessed by
Levene's Test (p < .05). Due to the violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance,
Welch’s ANOVA was utilized to identify univariate significance. Then the Games-Howell Post
HOC test was utilized to identify significant mean differences between ethnicities on the
Inclusive Learning scale.
In regards the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
Relativist and Contextualists scored higher than Realist, on each scale. Their scores are as
follows for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Contextualist (M = 12.52, SD =
2.39), Relativist (M = 12.42, SD = 2.99), and Realist ( M = 10.77, SD = 3.35);on the DG scale
Relativist (M = 24.84, SD = 3.52), Contextualist (M = 23.71, SD = 4.44), and Realist (M =
20.22, SD = 5.89); and on the IL construct Relativist (M = 27.74, SD = 2.47), again scored the
highest, with Contextualist (M = 26.94, SD = 3.04), and finally Realist (M = 24.56, SD = 4.55).
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Table 4.15. Epistemological Belief Descriptive Statistics

Diversity Advocacy

Diverse Grounding

Inclusive Learning

Epistemology (Teaching)
Realist
Contextualist
Relativist
Total
Realist
Contextualist
Relativist
Total
Realist
Contextualist
Relativist
Total

Descriptive Statistics
Mean
10.7692
12.5234
12.4211
12.0208
20.2193
23.7143
24.8421
22.8938
24.5641
26.939
27.7368
26.3857

Std. Deviation
3.35184
2.39353
2.9873
2.85935
5.88689
4.44201
3.51605
5.04938
4.55259
3.04025
2.46852
3.63355

N
39
82
19
140
39
82
19
140
39
82
19
140

There was a statistically significant difference between epistemological belief in regard to
the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (3, 272) = 4.194, p < .0005; Pillai’s Trace =
.169; partial η2 = .085. There was a statistically significant difference in Diversity Advocacy, F
(2,137) = 5.527, p = .005; partial η2 = .075, and Diverse Grounding, F (2,137) = 8.870, p <
.0005; partial η2 = .115, belief for the various levels of epistemological belief. Due to the
violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variances, the Welch’s ANOVA was used to
identify that there were significant differences on the Inclusive Learning, F (2, 48.795) = 6.074, p
= .004). Tukey Post Hoc Tests identified that there was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy
belief construct from Realist ( M = 10.77, SD = 3.35) to Contextualist (M = 12.52, SD = 2.39), a
mean increase of 1.75, 95% CI (-3.03, -.4772). There was an increase in the Diverse Grounding
belief construct from Realist (M = 20.22, SD = 5.89) to Contextualist (M = 23.71, SD = 4.44), a
mean increase of 3.50, 95% CI (-5.70, -1.29). There was an increase in the Diverse Grounding
belief construct from Realist (M = 20.22, SD = 5.89) to Relativist (M = 24.84, SD = 3.52), a
mean increase of 4.62, 95% CI (-7.80, -1.45). The Games-Howell Post Hoc test was utilized to
determine significant mean differences between different epistemological beliefs in regard to
diversity engagement. According to the Games-Howell Post Hoc test, there was an increase in
136

the Inclusive Learning belief construct from Realist (M = 24.56, SD = 4.55) to Contextualist (M
= 26.94, SD = 3.04), a mean increase of 2.37, 95% CI (.4414 to 4.3085). There was an increase
in the Inclusive Learning belief construct from Realist (M = 24.56, SD = 4.55) to Relativist (M =
27.74, SD = 2.47), a mean increase of 3.17, 95% CI (.9494 to 5.3960).
Table 4.16. Epistemological Belief MANOVA, ANOVA, & Welch ANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect
Epistemology (Teaching)

Value
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

F

Hypothesis df

0.169
0.832
0.201
0.194

4.194

Error df
6
6
6
3

4.342b
4.488

8.800c
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Source

Dependent Variable

Epistemology (Teaching)

DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV

Type III Sum of
Squares
84.847
406.3
189.202

Error

DiversityAdvocacyREV

1051.603

137

7.676

DiverseGroundingREV

3137.682

137

22.903

1645.969

137

12.014

InclusiveLearningREV
Total

Corrected Total

DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV

df

Mean Square
2
2
2

42.423
203.15
94.601

Sig.

272
270
268
136
F

Partial Eta Squared

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
Sig.

5.527
8.87
7.874

0.085
0.088
0.091
0.163
Partial Eta Squared

0.005
0.000
0.001

0.075
0.115
0.103

Noncent.
Observed
Parameter
Power
25.162
0.978
26.05
0.982
26.927
0.985
26.4
0.994
Noncent.
Observed
Parameter
Power
11.054
0.846
17.74
0.97
15.748
0.95

21366.523
140
76921.433
140
99304
140
1136.449
139
3543.983
139
1835.171
139
Robust Tests of Equality of Means

InclusiveLearning
Statistic
Welch

6.074

df1
2

df2
48.795

Sig.
0.004

Table 4.17. Epistemological Belief Post Hoc (Tukey-Kramer & Games-Howell)
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
Dependent Variable
Diversity Advocacy

(I) Epistemology (Teaching)

(J) Epistemology
(Teaching)

Realist

Contextualist
Relativist

Contextualist
Relativist
Diverse Grounding

Mean Difference (I-J)

Realist
Relativist
Realist
Contextualist

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper Bound
Bound
-3.0311
-0.4772
-3.4884
0.1848

-1.7541*
-1.6518

0.53891
0.77512

0.004
0.087

*

1.7541
0.1023

0.53891

0.004

0.4772

3.0311

0.70541

0.988

-1.5691

1.7738

1.6518

0.77512

0.087

-0.1848

3.4884

-0.1023

0.70541

0.988

-1.7738

1.5691

*

0.93089

0.001

-5.7008

-1.2894

Contextualist

-3.4951

Relativist

-4.6228*

1.3389

0.002

-7.7953

-1.4503

*

0.93089

0.001

1.2894

5.7008

Relativist

3.4951
-1.1278

1.21849

0.625

-4.0149

1.7594

Relativist

Realist
Contextualist

4.6228*
1.1278

1.3389
1.21849

0.002
0.625

1.4503
-1.7594

7.7953
4.0149

(I) Epistemology (Teaching)

(J) Epistemology
(Teaching)

Realist
Contextualist

Realist

Games-Howell
Dependent Variable
Inclusive Learning

Realist
Contextualist
Relativist

Mean Difference (I-J)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper Bound
Bound
-4.3085
-0.4414

Contextualist

-2.37492

*

0.80259

0.012

Relativist

-3.17274*

0.92312

0.003

-5.396

-0.9494

*

0.80259

0.012

0.4414

4.3085

Relativist

2.37492
-0.79782

0.65836

0.455

-2.4157

0.82

Realist
Contextualist

3.17274
0.79782

*

0.92312
0.65836

0.003
0.455

0.9494
-0.82

5.396
2.4157

Realist

137

Research Question three – Significant Interactions in regard to Diversity
Engagement. To address the third quantitative research question, which aims to investigate if
there are any significant differences between demographics and or epistemological belief in
regard to diversity engagement, a variety of two-way MANOVAs was conducted. Through this
specific analysis, the researcher was able to understand how various demographic and
epistemological factors influenced individual’s diversity engagement. This information
informed readers to the magnitude and power that the interaction of variables influences
behavior and belief in regard to the Diversity Engagement constructs. Diversity engagement and
inclusive teaching were measured across three constructs including: Diversity Advocacy,
Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning.
Epistemology and Ethnicity. A Two-Way MANOVA was run with two independent
variables, ethnicity and teaching epistemology. In regard to the ethnicity independent variable,
White/Asian and Black/Hispanic were the only to variables included, as their sample sizes were
large enough to meet the minimum requirements of the MANOVA. The dependent variables
include Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning constructs. A linear
composite of the dependent variable is constructed assess if the independent variables influence
all three of the dependent variables simultaneous.
In checking assumptions, linearity of relationship between the dependent variables were
confirmed, as assessed by scatterplot. There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by
Pearson correlation (|r| < 0.9). There were 8 univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed by
inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box.
There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > .001).
The following independent/dependent variables were normally distributed: for Diversity
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Advocacy, Realist White/Asian for Diverse Grounding scales, Realist White/Asian, Realist
Black/Hispanic, Contextualist Black/Hispanic, and Relativist White/Asian, and for Inclusive
Learning Contextualist Black/Hispanic. All other scales are not normally distributed, as assessed
by Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05). There is homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as
assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .008).
There was a statistically significant interaction between epistemological belief and
ethnicity in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (3, 121) = 3.662, p = .014;
Pillai’s Trace = .083; partial η2 = .083. There was a statistically significant interaction effect
between epistemological belief and ethnicity for the Diverse Grounding score , F(1,123) = 7.694,
p < .006; partial η2 = .059, and Inclusive Learning score, F(1, 123) = 6.543, p < .012; partial η2
= .051, but not for the Diversity Advocacy score , F(1, 123) = 3.780, p < .054; partial η2 = .030.
There was a statistically significant difference between White/Asian and Black/Hispanic
ethnicities for the Diverse Grounding construct within the Realist Belief, F(1,123)=10.382, p =
.002; partial η2 = .078, but not the Contextualist belief, F(1,123)=.093, p = .761; partial η2 =
.001, or the Relativist belief. There was a statistically significant difference between
White/Asian and Black/Hispanic ethnicities for the Inclusive Learning construct within the
Realist Belief, F (1,123) =4.756, p = .031; partial η2 = .037, but not the Contextualist belief,
F(1,123)=.01.871, p = .174; partial η2 = .015, or the Relativist belief. Diverse Grounding score
was 4.087 (95%CI, 1.776 to 6.399), higher in White/Asian who ascribed to Contextualist belief
compared to Realist belief, a statistically significant difference, p < .0005. Diverse Grounding
score was 5.278 (95%CI, 2.013 to 8.543), higher in White/Asian who ascribed to Relativist
belief compared to Realist belief, a statistically significant difference, p < .0005.
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Table 4.18. Epistemology*Ethnicity Descriptive Statistics

Diverse Grounding

Diversity Advocacy

Inclusive Learning

Descriptive Statistics
Epistemology (Teaching) Ethnicity (Dichotomous)
White/Asian
Realist
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Contextualist
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Relativist
Total
White/Asian
Total
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Realist
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Contextualist
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Relativist
Total
White/Asian
Total
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Realist
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Contextualist
Black/Hispanic
Total
White/Asian
Relativist
Total
White/Asian
Total
Black/Hispanic
Total

Mean Std. Deviation
19.722
5.0876
28.333
2.08167
20.42
5.4448
23.81
4.24416
24.2
4.7389
23.888
4.31683
25
3.48329
25
3.48329
22.719
4.84522
24.889
4.63857
23.024
4.85821
10.441
3.10611
15
0
10.811
3.23039
12.315
2.56623
13.6
1.45406
12.572
2.43275
13.313
1.74045
13.313
1.74045
11.881
2.82023
13.833
1.42457
12.156
2.74996
24.177
4.68052
28.667
0.57735
24.541
4.65233
27.217
2.90582
25.867
2.87518
26.947
2.93116
27.438
2.58118
27.438
2.58118
26.309
3.76548
26.333
2.82843
26.313
3.6387

N
34
3
37
60
15
75
16
16
110
18
128
34
3
37
60
15
75
16
16
110
18
128
34
3
37
60
15
75
16
16
110
18
128

Inclusive Learning score was 3.040 (95%CI, 1.259 to 4.821), higher in White/Asian who
ascribed to Contextualist belief compared to Realist belief, a statistically significant difference, p
< .0005. Inclusive Learning score was 3.261 (95%CI, .745 to 5.777), higher in White/Asian who
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ascribed to Relativist belief compared to Realist belief, a statistically significant difference, p <
.0005.
Table 4.19. Epistemology (Teaching)*Ethnicity Factorial MANOVA & ANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

Epistemology (Teaching)

Ethnicity (Dichotomous)

Epistemology (Teaching)*
Ethnicity (Dichotomous)

F

Hypothesis df Error df

Sig.

Partial Eta Noncent. Observed
Squared Parameter
Power
0.119
32.847
0.996
0.126
34.81
0.998
0.133
36.753
0.999
0.23
36.512
1
0.109
14.848
0.904
0.109
14.848
0.904
0.109
14.848
0.904
0.109
14.848
0.904

Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

0.237
0.764
0.306
0.299
0.109
0.891
0.123
0.123

5.474
5.802
6.126
12.171
4.949
4.949
4.949
4.949

6
6
6
3
3
3
3
3

244
242
240
122
121
121
121
121

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.003

Pillai's Trace

0.083

3.662

3

121

0.014

0.083

10.986

0.789

Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

0.917
0.091
0.091

3.662
3.662
3.662

3
3
3

121
121
121

0.014
0.014
0.014

0.083
0.083
0.083

10.986
10.986
10.986

0.789
0.789
0.789

White Males in STEM and Age. A two-way MANOVA was run with two independent
variables, STEM/SEX/Ethnicity construct and Age, against the combined Diversity Engagement
variable. The STEM/SEX/Ethnicity construct was created from the dichotomous STEM
variable, the dichotomous sex variable, and the ethnicity variable. Refer to the Data Analysis
section for specific variable information.
Table 4.20. Epistemology (Teaching)*Ethnicity Factorial ANOVA Results
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source

Epistemology (Teaching)

Ethnicity (Dichotomous)

Epistemology (Teaching)*
Ethnicity (Dichotomous)
Error

Total

Corrected Total

DiverseGroundingREV

459.976d

2

229.988

11.68

Partial Eta Noncent. Observed
Squared Parameter Powere
0.000
0.16
23.36
0.993

DiversityAdvocacyREV

114.589d

2

57.294

9.012

0.000

0.128

18.024

0.971

InclusiveLearningREV

224.429d

2

112.214

9.602

0.000

0.135

19.204

0.979

DiverseGroundingREV

181.648d

1

181.648

9.225

0.003

0.07

9.225

0.854

DiversityAdvocacyREV

76.549d

1

76.549 12.041

0.001

0.089

12.041

0.931

InclusiveLearningREV
DiverseGroundingREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiverseGroundingREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiverseGroundingREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiverseGroundingREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
InclusiveLearningREV

22.106d
151.502
24.031
76.462
2421.988
781.966
1437.462
70853.433
19873.523
90302
2997.486
960.411
1681.5

1
1
1
1
123
123
123
128
128
128
127
127
127

0.172
0.006
0.054
0.012

0.015
0.059
0.03
0.051

1.892
7.694
3.78
6.543

0.276
0.786
0.488
0.718

Dependent Variable

Type IV Sum of Squares
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df

Mean Square

22.106
151.502
24.031
76.462
19.691
6.357
11.687

F

1.892
7.694
3.78
6.543

Sig.

In checking assumptions for the two-way MANOVA, there was a linear relationship
between the dependent variables, as assessed by scatterplot. There was no evidence of
multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (|r| < 0.9). There were 17 univariate outliers
found in the data, across all the scales, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater
than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box. There were no multivariate outliers in the
data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > .001). The following independent/dependent
variables were normally distributed: for the Diversity Advocacy scale in regards to STEM
Others and Generation X, STEM Others and Baby Boomers & Traditionalists, STEM White
Males and Generation Z & Millennials, STEM White Males and Generation X, and STEM White
Males and Baby Boomers & Traditionalists; for Diverse Grounding scale in regard to NonSTEM and Generation X, Non-STEM and Baby Boomers & Traditionalists, STEM Others and
Generation Z & Millennials, STEM Others and Generation X, STEM Others and Baby Boomers
& Traditionalists, STEM White Males and Generation Z & Millennials, and STEM White Males
and Generation X; and for Inclusive Learning STEM Others and Generation X, STEM Others
and Baby Boomers & Traditionalists, STEM White Males and Generation Z & Millennials, and
STEM White Males and Generation X. All other scales are not normally distributed, as assessed
by Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05). Each cell has as many cases as there are dependent variables.
There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of
covariance matrices (p = .041). There was homogeneity of variances for each construct, as
assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05).
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Table 4.21. STEM White Male (3 Level)* Generation (3 Level) Descriptive Statistics
STEM White Male (3 Levels)
Non-STEM

STEM Other
Diversity Advocacy
STEM White Male

Total

Non-STEM

STEM Other
Diverse Grounding
STEM White Male

Total

Non-STEM

STEM Other
Inclusive Learning
STEM White Male

Total

Descriptive Statistics
Generation (3 Levels)
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total
Generation Z & Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist
Total

Mean
12.72
13.1765
12.2083
12.6515
13.0667
9.375
11.8398
11.8033
13.2222
11
9.7333
11.0345
12.9184
11.8
11.4023
12.0604
24.48
25.3868
23.375
24.3118
24.5333
18.125
23.0769
22.5833
23.5556
18.9104
20.0667
20.9501
24.3265
22.3709
22.3462
23.0926
27.04
27.2941
26.875
27.0455
27.6
25.875
25
26.2778
27.1111
23.2
26.1333
25.931
27.2245
26.2333
26.1923
26.5878

Std. Deviation
2.90861
1.70423
3.17571
2.74838
2.08624
3.85218
2.78652
3.06649
1.56347
2.54951
2.84019
2.84709
2.43958
2.98733
3.12463
2.91288
4.5288
3.05412
3.9652
4.00869
4.37308
6.68554
3.92559
5.30431
4.97773
3.63487
5.99365
5.50198
4.48325
5.48883
4.76871
4.89697
2.82076
2.44348
4.06804
3.20784
2.35433
2.47487
3.2914
2.9239
2.20479
5.1672
3.79599
3.76953
2.5435
3.2767
3.81452
3.27665

N
25
17
24
66
15
8
13
36
9
5
15
29
49
30
52
131
25
17
24
66
15
8
13
36
9
5
15
29
49
30
52
131
25
17
24
66
15
8
13
36
9
5
15
29
49
30
52
131

There was a statistically significant interaction between identifying as White, Male, and
STEM and Age in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (12, 366) = 2.027,
p = .021; Pillai’s Trace = .187; partial η2 = .062. There was a statistically significant interaction
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effect between identifying as White, Male, and STEM and Age for the Diversity Advocacy score
, F(4,122) = 3.217, p < .015; partial η2 = .095, and Diverse Grounding score , F(1, 122) =
2.972, p < .022; partial η2 = .089, but not for the Inclusive Learning score , F(1, 122) = 1.704, p
< .153; partial η2 = .053. Pairwise Post Hoc Tests revealed the following mean differences in
regard to the interactions between the White Male & STEM and the age variables. Diversity
Advocacy score was 3.801 (95% CI, .978 to 6.625), higher in Non-STEM group compared to the
STEM Others group who are members of Generation X, a statistically significant difference, p =
.004. Diversity Advocacy score was 2.475 (95% CI, .307 to 4.643), higher in Non-STEM
compared to the STEM White Male group who are members of the Baby Boomer and
Traditionalist generation, a statistically significant difference, p = .019. Diverse Grounding score
was 7.262 (95%, 2.529 to 11.994), higher in Non-STEM compared to the STEM Others Group
who are members of the Generation X generation, a statistically significant difference, p = .001.
Diverse Grounding score was 6.476 (95%, .861 to 12.092), higher in Non-STEM compared to
the STEM White Males who are members of the Generation X generation, a statistically
significant difference, p = .019. Diversity Advocacy score was 3.692 (95% CI, .809 to 6.575),
higher in Generation Z and Millennials compared to Generation X who are members of the
STEM Others group, a statistically significant difference, p = .007. Diversity Advocacy score
was 3.489 (95% CI, .712 to 6.266), higher in Generation Z and Millennials compared to Baby
Boomers and Traditionalist who are members of the STEM White Males group, a statistically
significant difference, p = .007. Diverse Grounding score was 6.408 (95% CI,1.576 to 11.241),
higher in Generation Z and Millennials compared to Generation X who are members of the
STEM Others group, a statistically significant difference, p = .005.
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Table 4.22. STEM White Male (3 Level)* Generation (3 Level) Factorial MANOVA Results
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
STEM White Male (3 Levels)
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Generation (3 Levels)
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
STEM White Male* Generation (3 Wilks' Lambda
Levels)
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

F
0.117
0.884
0.131
0.128
0.125
0.876
0.14
0.13
0.187
0.822
0.207
0.138

Hypothesis df
2.498
2.551
2.603
5.173
2.688
2.733
2.777
5.245
2.027
2.041
2.043
4.195

6
6
6
3
6
6
6
3
12
12
12
4

Error df
242
240
238
121
242
240
238
121
366
317.782
356
122

Sig.
0.023
0.021
0.018
0.002
0.015
0.014
0.013
0.002
0.021
0.021
0.02
0.003

Partial Eta
Squared
0.058
0.06
0.062
0.114
0.062
0.064
0.065
0.115
0.062
0.063
0.064
0.121

Noncent.
Parameter
14.991
15.308
15.619
15.52
16.127
16.398
16.662
15.735
24.323
21.501
24.52
16.781

Observed
Power
0.832
0.84
0.849
0.917
0.862
0.869
0.875
0.921
0.926
0.882
0.928
0.914

Noncent.
Parameter
7.18
13.465
4.765
11.158
9.119
5.601
12.869
11.888
6.817

Observed
Power
0.656
0.911
0.474
0.849
0.766
0.542
0.816
0.78
0.51

Table 4.23. STEM White Male (3 Level)* Generation (3 Level) ANOVA Results
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source

Dependent Variable

STEM White Male (3 Levels)

Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning

Generation (3 Levels)

STEM White Male (3 Levels)*
Generation (3 Levels)
Error

Total

Corrected Total

Type III Sum of Squares

df

52.848
278.412
49.413
82.125
188.567
58.081
94.722
245.805
70.685
897.943
2522.643
1265.012
20157.523
72975.433
94001
1103.032
3117.44
1395.74

Mean Square
2
2
2
2
2
2
4
4
4
122
122
122
131
131
131
130
130
130

26.424
139.206
24.706
41.062
94.284
29.04
23.68
61.451
17.671
7.36
20.677
10.369

F

Sig.
3.59
6.732
2.383
5.579
4.56
2.801
3.217
2.972
1.704

0.031
0.002
0.097
0.005
0.012
0.065
0.015
0.022
0.153

Partial Eta
Squared
0.056
0.099
0.038
0.084
0.07
0.044
0.095
0.089
0.053

Comparisons – STEM vs. Non-STEM. In understanding the sample size limitation of
the research project, two additional comparative MANOVA’s were run to identify where in
variable statistically significant differences were located. For each of the variables below, oneway MANOVAs were run simultaneously with a split file to identify which group STEM or
Non-STEM produced significant results. Due to the fact that these variables were not being
analyzed together in SPSS, a comparative significance could not be identified however,
summative comparative conclusions could be determined based upon individual MANOVA
results.
Professor (Split – STEM v. Non-STEM). Two one-way multivariate analysis were run to
determine if there were significant differences between faculty rank (Professor, Associate,
Assistant, or Instructor/GA/Other) in regard to their engagement of diversity on three dependent
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variables. These two one-way MANOVAs were run simultaneously, to see which sub
population, Non-STEM or STEM faculty, contributed to total population mean differences.
The following are the assumption tests for the Non-STEM group in regard to Professorial
Rank. In checking assumptions, there were 10 univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed
by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box.
For the Non-STEM group, the following independent/dependent variables were normally
distributed: for Diversity Advocacy scale Assistant Professor and Professor; the Diverse
Grounding scale Instructor/GA/Other, Assistant Professor, and Professor; and for Inclusive
Learning only Assistant Professor. All other DA, DG, and IL constructs are not normally
distributed for Non-STEM groups in regard to professional rank, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s
test (p > .05). Due to the fact that the one-way MANOVA is considered fairly robust to a
violation of the assumption of normality, with small and uneven sample sizes, then it is
acceptable to proceed (Pituch and Stevens, 2016). There was no multicollinearity, as assessed by
Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .386, p = .0001; DG*IL r = .407, p = .001; DA*IL r = .101, p =
.414). There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance, for
STEM and Non-STEM groups (p > .001). There were more cases in each IV group than there
were dependent variables for STEM and Non-STEM groups. There was a linear relationship
between scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each level of teaching for Non-STEM faculty, as
assessed by scatterplot. For the Non-STEM group, the homogeneity of variance-covariance
matrices assumption has been violated, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance
matrices (p=.0005). Therefore, the Pillai’s Trace statistic was utilized to determine significance
of the findings.
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The following are the assumption tests for the STEM group in regard to Professorial
Rank. There were nine univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed by inspection of a
boxplot for values greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box. For the STEM
group, the following independent/dependent variables were normally distributed: for Diversity
Advocacy construct Associate Professor and Professor, for the Diverse Grounding construct
Assistant Professor and Associate Professor, and Inclusive Learning is normal for Assistant and
Professor. All other DA, DG, and IL constructs are not normally distributed for Non-STEM
groups in regard to professional rank, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p>.05). There was no
multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .603, p < .0005; DG*IL r =
.421, p < .0005; DA*IL r = .244, p = .043). There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as
assessed by Mahalanobis distance, for STEM and NON-STEM groups (p > .001). There was a
linear relationship between scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each level of teaching for
STEM faculty, as assessed by scatterplot. For the STEM group, there was homogeneity of
variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p =
.087).
For Non-STEM teaching faculty, in regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse
Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale, Associate Professors tended to score higher across all
scales, with Instructors/GA/Others, Assistant Professors, and Professors alternating below. Their
scores are as follows for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Professor (M = 12.11,
SD = 2.47), Associate (M = 13.72, SD = 1.81), Assistant (M = 13.25, SD = 1.71), and
Instructor/GA/Other (M = 11.66, SD = 3.66); on the DG scale Professor (M = 23.59, SD = 4.23),
Associate (M = 25.25, SD = 2.99), Assistant (M = 23.33, SD = 5.37), and Instructor/GA/Other
(M = 24.42, SD = 4.09); and on the IL scale Professor (M = 25.88, SD = 4.96), Associate (M =
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28.38, SD = 1.24), Assistant (M = 26.08, SD = 3.15), Instructor /GA/Other (M = 26.95, SD =
3.15). There was NOT a statistically significant difference between teaching rank for faculty that
teach in NON-STEM fields in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (9,
192) = 1.504, p = .149; Pillai’s Trace = .198; partial η2 = .066.
For STEM teaching faculty, in regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and
Inclusive Learning scale, Assistant and Associate Professors tended to score higher than
Professors and non-tenure track staff. Their scores are as follows for each scale in descending
order: on the DA scale Professor (M = 10.33, SD = 3.27), Associate (M = 12.18, SD = 2.14),
Assistant (M = 13.43, SD = 1.97), and Instructor/GA/Other (M = 10.56, SD = 2.55); on the DG
scale Professor (M = 20.40, SD = 5.95), Associate (M = 22.36, SD = 6.38), Assistant (M =
24.00, SD = 4.13), and Instructor/GA/Other (M = 20.17, SD = 5.00); and on the IL scale
Professor (M = 24.92, SD = 3.78), Associate (M = 27.82, SD = 2.52), Assistant (M = 27.25, SD
= 2.32), Instructor /GA/Other (M = 24.88, SD = 4.46).
There was a statistically significant difference between teaching rank for faculty that
teach in STEM fields in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (9, 195) =
2.192, p = .024; Pillai’s Trace = .276; partial η2 = .092. There was a statistically significant
difference in Diversity Advocacy, F (3,65) = 5.338, p = .002; partial η2 = .198, and Inclusive
Learning, F (3, 65) = 2.974, p=.038; partial η2 = .121, belief for the various levels of teaching
faculty. There was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy construct score from
Instructor/GA/Other (M = 10.56, SD = 2.55) to Assistant (M = 13.43, SD = 1.97), a mean
increase of 2.88, 95% CI (-5.29, -.4703). There was an increase in the Diversity Advocacy
construct score from Professor (M = 10.33, SD = 3.27) to Assistant (M = 13.43, SD = 1.97), a
mean increase of 3.10, 95% CI (-5.37, -.8423).
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Table 4.24. Professorial Rank (STEM v. Non-STEM) Descriptive Results
Descriptive Statistics
Non-STEM
Diversity Engagement
Diversity Advocacy

Diverse Grounding

Inclusive Learning

Professorial Rank
Instructor/GA/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total
Instructor/GA/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total
Instructor/GA/Other
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Total

Mean
11.6667
13.25
13.7222
12.1176
12.6029
24.4286
23.3333
25.2542
23.5882
24.2438
26.9524
26.0833
28.3889
25.8824
26.9118

Std. Deviation
3.66515
1.71226
1.80866
2.4719
2.74346
4.09355
5.36543
2.9963
4.22875
4.10114
3.15398
3.14667
1.24328
4.96088
3.44134

N
21
12
18
17
68
21
12
18
17
68
21
12
18
17
68

STEM
Std. Deviation
2.54887
1.96532
2.13627
3.27419
2.9055
5.00882
4.13118
6.37609
5.949
5.52051
4.4575
2.32379
2.52262
3.7754
3.68119

Mean
10.5556
13.4375
12.1818
10.3299
11.4046
20.1667
24
22.3636
20.398
21.4863
24.8889
27.25
27.8182
24.9167
25.913

N
18
16
11
24
69
18
16
11
24
69
18
16
11
24
69

Table 4.25. Professorial Rank MANOVA Results for STEM v. Non-STEM
Multivariate Tests
Effect

Value

Professorial Rank
(Non-STEM)

Professorial Rank
(STEM)

Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

F

Hypothesis df

0.198
0.811
0.223
0.156
0.276
0.73
0.361
0.336

1.504
1.51
1.502
3.335
2.192
2.349
2.471
7.277

Error df
9
9
9
3
9
9
9
3

192
151.042
182
64
195
153.476
185
65

Sig.
0.149
0.149
0.15
0.025
0.024
0.016
0.011
0

Partial Eta
Squared
0.066
0.067
0.069
0.135
0.092
0.099
0.107
0.251

Noncent.
Observed
Parameter
Power
13.536
0.703
10.932
0.582
13.517
0.701
10.005
0.733
19.732
0.883
16.939
0.812
22.239
0.923
21.831
0.978

Table 4.26. Professorial Rank ANOVA Results for STEM v. Non-STEM
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects - STEM
Source

Dependent Variable

Corrected Model

Intercept

Professorial Rank

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning
Diversity Advocacy
Diverse Grounding
Inclusive Learning

Type III Sum of
Squares
113.464
169.337
111.231
8628.98
30149.981
43883.187
113.464
169.337
111.231
460.586
1903.029
810.247
9548.523
33926.862
47254
574.049
2072.367
921.478

df

Mean Square
3
3
3
1
1
1
3
3
3
65
65
65
69
69
69
68
68
68

37.821
56.446
37.077
8628.98
30149.981
43883.187
37.821
56.446
37.077
7.086
29.277
12.465

F
5.338
1.928
2.974
1217.762
1029.805
3520.415
5.338
1.928
2.974

Partial Eta
Squared

Sig.
0.002
0.134
0.038
0
0
0
0.002
0.134
0.038

Noncent.
Parameter

0.198
0.082
0.121
0.949
0.941
0.982
0.198
0.082
0.121

16.013
5.784
8.923
1217.762
1029.805
3520.415
16.013
5.784
8.923

Observed
Powere
0.918
0.476
0.678
1
1
1
0.918
0.476
0.678

Age (Split File – STEM v. Non-STEM). Two one-way multivariate analysis were run to
determine if there were statistically significant differences between age (Pre-Millennial and
Millennials & After) in regard to their engagement for diversity. These two one-way
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MANOVAs were run simultaneously, to see which sub population, Non-STEM or STEM
faculty, contributed to total population mean differences.
Table 4.27. Professorial Rank Post Hoc Results (Tukey-Kramer) for STEM v. Non-STEM
Multiple Comparisons - STEM
Tukey HSD
Dependent Variable

(J) Professorial Rank
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor

*

Instructor/GA/Other

-2.8819
-1.6263
0.2257

0.91462
1.01874
0.83001

0.013
0.388
0.993

-5.2936
-4.3124
-1.9629

-0.4703
1.0599
2.4142

Instructor/GA/Other
Associate Professor

2.8819
1.2557

*

0.91462
1.04262

0.013
0.626

0.4703
-1.4934

5.2936
4.0048

Professor
Instructor/GA/Other
Assistant Professor
Professor
Instructor/GA/Other

3.1076*
1.6263
-1.2557
1.8519
-0.2257

0.85914
1.01874
1.04262
0.96924
0.83001

0.003
0.388
0.626
0.234
0.993

0.8423
-1.0599
-4.0048
-0.7037
-2.4142

5.373
4.3124
1.4934
4.4076
1.9629

Assistant Professor
Associate Professor

-3.1076*
-1.8519

0.85914
0.96924

0.003
0.234

-5.373
-4.4076

-0.8423
0.7037

Assistant Professor
Diversity Advocacy
Associate Professor

Professor

Mean Difference (I-J)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound
Upper Bound

(I) Professorial Rank

The following are the assumption tests for the Non-STEM group in regard to age. There
were seven univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values
greater than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box. For the Non-STEM group, the
following independent/dependent variables were normally distributed for the Diversity
Grounding construct of the Before Millennials. All other DA, DG, and IL constructs are not
normally distributed for Non-STEM groups in regard to age, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test
(p > .05). There was no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .386,
p = .0001; DG*IL r = .407, p = .001; DA*IL r = .101, p = .414). There was a linear relationship
between scores on the DA, DG, and IL scale for each dichotomous category of age for NonSTEM faculty, as assessed by scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as
assessed by Mahalanobis distance, for NON-STEM groups (p > .001). There were more cases
than independent variables for Non-STEM and STEM MANOVAs. There was homogeneity of
variance-covariance matrices, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices for the
Non-STEM Dichotomous Age MANOVA (p = .228).
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The following are the assumption tests for the STEM group in regard to age. There were
six univariate outliers found in the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater
than 1.5 box-lengths away from the top of the box. For the STEM group, the following
independent/dependent variables were normally distributed for the Diverse Grounding construct
of the Millennials and After. All other DA, DG, and IL constructs are not normally distributed
for Non-STEM groups in regard to age, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05). There was
no multicollinearity, as assessed by Pearson correlation (DA*DG r = .386, p = .0001; DG*IL r =
.407, p = .001; DA*IL r = .101, p = .414). There was a linear relationship between scores on the
DA, DG, and IL scale for each dichotomous category of age for STEM faculty, as assessed by
scatterplot. There were no multivariate outliers in the data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance,
for STEM groups (p > .001). There were more cases than independent variables for Non-STEM
and STEM MANOVAs. There was homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, as assessed
by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices for the Non-STEM Dichotomous Age
MANOVA (p = .023).
In regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
for Non-STEM faculty members, those born in the Millennial Generation or after had higher
scores on the Diversity Advocacy and Diverse Grounding Scales, while those born prior to the
Millennial Generation scored higher on Inclusive Learning than the other group. Their scores
are as follows for each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Before Millennial (M =
12.61, SD = 2.68), and Millennials & After (M = 12.72, SD = 2.91); on the DG scale before
Millennial (M = 24.48, SD = 4.53), and Millennials & After (M = 24.21, SD = 3.71); and on the
IL scale Before Millennial (M = 27.05, SD = 3.21), and Millennials & After (M = 27.04, SD =
3.46).
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In regard to the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning scale,
for non-STEM faculty members, those born in the Millennial Generation or after had higher
scores on the Diversity Advocacy and Diverse Grounding Scales. Their scores are as follows for
each scale in descending order: on the DA scale Before Millennial (M = 10.49, SD = 3.08), and
Millennials & After (M = 13.13, SD = 1.87); on the DG scale Before Millennial (M = 20.50, SD
= 5.48), and Millennials & After (M = 24.17, SD = 4.53); and on the IL scale before Millennial
(M = 25.37, SD = 3.60), and Millennials & After (M = 27.42, SD = 2.26). There was a
statistically significant difference between the dichotomous age construct for faculty that teach in
STEM fields in regard to the linear composite of the dependent variable, F (3, 61) = 5.886, p =
.001; Pillai’s Trace = .224; partial η2 = .224.
There was NOT a statistically significant difference between the dichotomous age
construct for faculty that teach in non-STEM fields in regard to the linear composite of the
dependent variable, F (3, 62) = .027, p = .994; Pillai’s Trace = .001; partial η2 = .001.
There was a statistically significant difference in Diversity Advocacy, F(1,63) = 14.438, p
< .0005; partial η2 = .186, Diverse Grounding, F(1,63) = 7.664, p = .007; partial η2 = .108, and
Inclusive Learning, F( 1, 63) = 6.313, p=.015; partial η2 = .091, belief for the dichotomous levels
of age for STEM Faculty.
Table 4.28. Age (Dichotomous) Descriptive Results for STEM v. Non-STEM
Descriptive Statistics
Diversity Engagement
Diversity Advocacy

Age (Dichotomous)
Millennials & After

Mean
12.72

Std. Deviation
2.90861

N
25

Mean
13.125

Std. Deviation
1.87228

N
24

Before Millennials

12.6098

2.68215

41

10.4858

3.08019

41

Diverse Grounding

Total
Millennials & After

12.6515
24.48

2.74838
4.5288

66
25

11.4603
24.1667

2.97273
4.52689

65
24

Inclusive Learning

Before Millennials
Total
Millennials & After

24.2092
24.3118
27.04

3.71195
4.00869
2.82076

41
66
25

20.5013
21.8546
27.4167

5.47833
5.41295
2.26345

41
65
24

Before Millennials

27.0488

3.45652

41

25.3659

3.59692

41

Total

27.0455

3.20784

66

26.1231

3.30486

65
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There was an increase in the DA construct score from Pre-Millennial (M = 10.49, SD = 3.08) to
Millennial & After (M = 13.12, SD = 1.87), a mean increase of 2.64. There was an increase in
the DG construct score from Pre-Millennial (M = 20.50, SD = .805) to Millennial & After (M =
24.17, SD = 1.05, a mean increase of 3.67. There was an increase in the IL construct score from
Pre-Millennial (M = 25.37, SD = .648) to Millennial & After (M = 27.42, SD = .648), a mean
increase of 2.05.
Table 4.29. Age (Dichotomous) MANOVA Results for STEM v. Non-STEM
Multivariate Tests

Pillai's Trace

0.001

0.027

3

62

0.994

0.001

Noncent.
Parameter
0.082

Wilks' Lambda

0.999

0.027

3

62

0.994

0.001

0.082

0.055

Hotelling's Trace

0.001

0.027

3

62

0.994

0.001

0.082

0.055

Roy's Largest Root

0.001

0.027

3

62

0.994

0.001

0.082

0.055

Pillai's Trace

0.224

5.886

3

61

0.001

0.224

17.657

0.942

Wilks' Lambda

0.776

5.886

3

61

0.001

0.224

17.657

0.942

Hotelling's Trace

0.289

5.886

3

61

0.001

0.224

17.657

0.942

Roy's Largest Root

0.289

5.886

3

61

0.001

0.224

17.657

0.942

Observed
Power
0.963
0.778
0.696

Effect

Value

Age (Dichotomous) Non - STEM

Age (Dichotomous) STEM

F

Hypothesis df

Error df

Sig.

Partial Eta Squared

Observed
Power
0.055

Table 4.30. Age (Dichotomous) ANOVA Results for STEM v. Non-STEM
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects - STEM
Source

Dependent Variable

Age (Dichotomous)

DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV

Type III Sum of
Squares
105.446
203.388

InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV
DiversityAdvocacyREV
DiverseGroundingREV
InclusiveLearningREV

63.67
460.129
1671.817
635.346
9102.523
32920.862
45056
565.575
1875.204
699.015

Error

Total

Corrected Total

1
1

105.446
203.388

14.438
7.664

0
0.007

0.186
0.108

Noncent.
Parameter
14.438
7.664

1
63
63
63
65
65
65
64
64
64

63.67
7.304
26.537
10.085

6.313

0.015

0.091

6.313

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Partial Eta Squared

Conclusion. In conclusion there are significant differences for the three Diversity
Engagement Scales, including Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning,
and the linear composite of dependent variables in regard to the following independent variables:
Sex, Ethnicity, Age, Professorial Rank, STEM, and STEM White Males. Furthermore,
significant differences for those dependent scales were also found for the Epistemological
Teaching belief, which is an area that has minimal research. Lastly, this research found that
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there are significant interactions between Ethnicity and Epistemology, and Age and STEM
White Males categories. This is also interesting due to the minimal amount of research on the
specific variables. Additionally, the results identified that there is significance in regard to age
and professorial rank when the file is split for STEM vs Non-STEM groups. This informs us that
participation in STEM have differences across age and professorial rank.
Qualitative Results
The intent of the qualitative portion of this research study is to (1) explore the
motivational factors that contribute to white males engaging diversity in their undergraduate
STEM curriculum across epistemological belief and, (2) to identify and understand the
techniques that this population utilizes to engage their students in diversity engagement.
Data Collection. The qualitative portion of data collection utilized four different sources
of data to validate, through triangulation, the themes that are reported below. The first source of
data came via an approximately one-hour semi-structured interview composed to gather beliefs,
experiences, and behavioral information surrounding the engagement of diversity in academic
curriculum. Upon completion of that initial interview, faculty provided a list of courses that the
researcher could potentially observe. Upon agreement of a course, the researcher observed 2-4
class periods. During these class periods, the observer focused on faculty instructional
techniques, student engagement, and situations in which diversity was engaged or was presented
in class, either by an instructor or a student. Upon completion of observations, a follow up
interview was scheduled, and at this time the researcher inquired about items form the initial
interview, to determine if the professor followed through on techniques and ideas that were
mentioned. The interviews also allowed a time for the researcher to recall an experience,
interaction, or educational activity to understand where it was derived from, how it was used, and
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other general thoughts the faculty member wanted to share. The last piece of information
utilized were written artifacts from each participant, that could be analyzed. At a minimum, each
instructor provided a syllabus, while others provided pre-course surveys or prior research.
Utilizing the syllabus, the researcher searched for theme validation, support of interview
information, and written representation of any observed techniques that were utilized in the
course to engage diversity.
Selection. Qualitative candidates were selected based upon demographic attributes,
sorted by epistemological belief, ordered by their score on Diversity Advocacy Scale, and
finally, if the individual was interested in participating in the qualitative data collection portion
of the research. With that in mind, demographic candidates were selected if they self-identified
as white, male or STEM. After creating a list of all the White Male faculty who teach
undergraduate STEM curriculum, participants were separated into three separate groups based
upon their epistemological belief of Realist, Contextualist, or Relativist. With STEM White
males then the participants were ranked via their total Diversity Advocacy scores. Upon
completion of this sorting process, there were 30 individuals to sort from with 16 ascribing to the
Realist belief, ten ascribing to the contextualist belief, and four ascribing to the Relativist belief.
Utilizing this list, individuals who stated that they did not want to be contacted were selected out
(n = 8), and the rest were utilized to select participants.
Participants. Professor Lee is a white male professor who teaches STEM curriculum
and ascribes to the Realist Epistemological belief. He is a millennial, who self-identified as
having a disability. Professor Lee is an Assistant Professor in humanities and social sciences and
has been teaching for approximately five years. Professor Young is a white male professor who
teaches STEM curriculum and ascribes to the Contextualist Epistemological belief. He is a Baby
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Boomer, who did not identify being a part of the marginalized identities inquired about in this
research. Professor Young is an instructor in Agriculture, and has been teaching for less than
five years, however he has already retired from a previous career. Professor Jessie is a white
male professor who teaches STEM curriculum and ascribes to the Relativist Epistemological
belief. He is a Baby Boomer, who did not identify being a part of the marginalized identities
inquired about in this research. Professor Jessie is an Associate Professor in the sciences and has
been teaching for more than 20 years. (Complete discussion of each participant can be found in
the Participant section of Chapter 3.)
Research Question four – Faculty motivation for engaging diversity in academic
curriculum. Research question four aims to understand the factors that contribute to white
males, who teach undergraduate STEM coursework and engagement of diversity in their
academic curriculum. To address this question, three participants agreed to participate in an
initial and a post interview, class observations, and document analysis.
Four themes emerged from the interviews that were conducted with the participants. The
themes were (1) instructor goals, (2) motivation to engage in diversity, (3) fear, and (4) humility
of knowledge. The themes are represented below:
Theme 1. Instructor Goals. Interview participants were asked to describe why they
engaged diversity in their course and its curriculum. The first theme to appear is that of goals.
The theme of goals was understood in the context, that respondents had created them, either
explicitly or implicitly, in regard to engaging diversity in their course. Specifically, participants
spoke of their desire to engage diversity as a goal of their curriculum. Explanations ranged from
efforts to bring all of the students into the class and course discussions, to moving students away
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from the binary good/bad and black/white dichotomous beliefs, and an effort not to perpetuate
stereotypes.
Professor Jessie spoke to his desire to not only bring all students in, but to bring all of the
students into the conversation. He elaborated on the response, by mentioning the importance of
changing paradigms from the exclusion of students, to the intentional inclusion of not just the
individual at their best, but the individual as a holistic being. Professor Jessie stated,
What do I do in my teaching in an effort to bring students in? In its lowest form, it's an
effort not to exclude students. In its highest form, it's an effort to really think about how
you bring all the student in. So, I want the student in the classroom, I also don't want the
student feeling like they have to leave part of their identity outside of the classroom in
order to come in. The other part is where I had to admit I struggle is how can I use the
diversity of my students to enhance the entire class. So, not only bringing them in, but
then taking the next step and thinking about how do I use this diversity that I've now
brought into my classroom in a way that actually enhances the experience for everybody?
And I find that is a bigger challenge. Right? (Professor Jessie, 1)
Professor Jessie supported this idea of engaging the entire student by creating educational
opportunities for students to lead and interact in class. At various times throughout his course,
Professor Jessie would have students answer formative questions on topics, and if students were
split, or a majority of the group did not correctly answer the question, he would create
impromptu opportunities for small group or partner discussion. In his follow up interview, he
spoke to the fact that this allowed students to interact with others. Additionally, he also spoke
about the opportunity for students to discuss answers with others, and right or wrong they are
able to take something valuable away from their experience.
And if they get it wrong, then in one sense, they don't feel as bad because they realized
there were a lot of other people around them who got it wrong too. If they have an idea
that is different from somebody else's then their idea ends up being sort of the right one,
then that's always an ego boost. You know, so I think all those little things are helpful.
(Professor Jessie, 2)
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This is important due to the fact that many times underrepresented groups already feel like
outsiders, have imposter syndrome, or are underprepared. This experience allows them to
engage in an opportunity for an ego boosting victory, or a shared normalizing experience that
everyone is still trying to figure things out.
This belief also related to Professor Young when he spoke about taking the time to get to
know your students, ensuring that you engage to the point where they know that you
authentically are invested in them. “Get to know your students… [M]ake them understand that
you care about them and how they perform”. (Professor Young, 1). These are traits that
Professor Young espoused throughout his interviews, and also are supported through his
interactions during class observations. During observations, Professor Young would arrive to
class early and engage with all of the students, making sure to speak to students that he might not
have spoken with before, or to those students who may have missed class. Additionally, during
his post interview he reiterated,
It's [research] not the highest on my priority list, because now at this point in my career, I
could almost care less how many publications I have with my name on them. I'm a lot
more concerned about seeing some of our students go into really neat jobs and
performing well, when they're looking at where they are hired, and saying that I [had a ]
roll in that. Having former students come back by to visit me when they come back in
town. You know? That's…I’m so much more concerned. Yeah, I've developed myself
probably as far as I'm going to go. I'm worried about developing other people now.
(Professor Young, 2)
This quote speaks to Professor Young’s goal in a variety of contexts that relate to goals that he
has set for himself. First, he speaks to his desire to seeing his students succeed. Which he
follows up with a list of students who have been able to go on and obtain “neat jobs”, as he
stated. This quote also speaks to the motivational goal that Professor Young has for himself as
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an Instructor. He understands that his purpose is to help all students succeed. It is this goal that
he holds higher than publishing, and any potential career advancement through tenure.
Goals were also mentioned in the frame of problem-solving goals. Two of the faculty
spoke in regard to wanting to help their students recognize that there are multiple ways to solve a
problem, and that the initial binary of right and wrong that they were taught.
And recognizing that there's more than one way to solve a problem, is actually a really
good thing for everybody to see. Right? That in recognizing that, yeah, I would argue at
the college level, we should be trying to get students away from thinking about things as
either being good or bad, or yes, or no, or black and white. This sort of binary system
and rather get them to understand that most of the really complicated things in this world,
are gray, they're not black and white. (Professor Jessie, 1)
Professor Jessie also conceptualized “problem” as a challenge to be overcome in this pursuit of
diversity education. He labels this as a hard problem and as part of the goal to solve this
problem, he signifies that he will dedicate more time to thinking about the issue moving forward.
Professor Lee spoke to the notion of problem solving with diversity via interviews, in
observations, and within his syllabus. In examining his syllabus, under Course Learner
Objectives, he identifies ten learning objectives that he would like to see his students be able to
master upon completion of his course. The first seven objectives revolve around being able to
describe, which requires a certain level of understanding. However, after the seventh goal, when
the goals evolve from describe to discuss, those objectives are measured by case studies, which
typically do not have binary right or wrong answers, such as a multiple-choice test. This
increase also revolves around practitioner-based experiences, which is an area where Professor
Lee has spent significant time in class working through case studies in small groups. During
observations, majority of the observations seemed to involve unique individuals or situations
challenging students to think about what they would actually do. In a specific example,
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Professor Lee presented the students with a scenario in which they needed to provide a test to a
native Spanish speaking bilingual child, and he was in the room with his mother who only spoke
Spanish. The catch was that the test needed to be performed in the child’s native language,
however there was no one to perform the test. And with that scenario/context, he allowed his
class to gather in small groups and discuss potential solutions. Speaking with Professor Lee, the
purpose of the assignment was less creating a correct answer, but to engage in the variety of
ways to solve this seemingly impossible problem. In the follow up interview, Professor Lee
clarifies the intent of this exercise,
And, and I never give them all the information that they want because that's part of it… I
try to make them appreciate or have a tolerance for ambiguity. [B]ecause there's going to
be times that you don't know exactly what to do. Most times you're not going to know
exactly what to do, going into the clinical space of a client who has human feelings and
emotions, and umm, challenges that you can't necessarily encounter. So that's the first
thing. The second priority is more…you're not alone. You have people you can
collaborate with in the community, who can help you solve problems. Some may be
more helpful, some may be less, but you're likely going to come out of it stronger than
you were all by yourself. (Professor Lee, 1)
Lastly, Professor Lee conceptualized this notion of engaging diversity via goals as
something that he would ensure that his students accomplished. Professor Lee spoke heavily
about the perpetuation of stereotypes, and not allowing students to leave his course with certain
misconceptions.
The theme of goals is displayed in a variety of fashion, with each concept being tied to a
professor’s desire to engage diversity. Goals originated from faculty in regard to objectives that
they would like to have their class accomplish through specific intentional effort on their part.
Additionally, these goals were rarely based in the subject matter of the course, but revolved
around preparing the individual to be a productive pluralistic citizen, effective no matter what
field they engage in.
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Theme 2. Motivation. A second theme to arise in analysis was that of motivation, which
could be understood in the frame of external motivation or internal motivation. Each participant
spoke in regard to the importance of various professional and personal motivations that
supported their desire to engage in diversity and inclusive teaching. These external and internal
motivations ranged from deeply rooted feelings of exclusion and values that were instilled early
on, to the personal satisfaction that is felt when an individual engages a diversity conversation
and there is lifelong change, or a new passion is created.
Professor Jessie spoke to how his motivation was ultimately to increase students’
educational experiences through the addition of diversity which would allow him the opportunity
to foster more holistic conversation. “To me, that's the beginning of how we think about using
the diversity of how students think, or maybe the diversity of their backgrounds or experiences is
a way to enhance everyone’s experience in the classroom” (Professor Jessie, 1). Throughout
conversation, this motivation appeared to be internal, as the majority of the diversity engagement
initiatives that Professor Jessie spoke about, arose out of an internal motivation to create the best
learning opportunity possible. This internal motivation can also be seen in his maturation as a
teacher, moving from being self (Teacher) focused, to student focused. Professor Jessie stated,
The other part - I'm going to sort of generalize, I think when most people start teaching,
certainly, it is true for me, I spent a huge amount of time worrying about what I was
going to do, and much less of my time actually thinking about what my students were
going to do. (Professor Jessie, 1)
This quote exhibits Professors Jessie’s desire to always improve via self-reflection and
internalization. This self-reflection process is a major factor in his desire to engage diversity,
because as he has taught and thought, and he concluded, that it is less about what he is doing and
more about what they are doing. Therefore, he is motivated internally to improve the aspects of
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that process. This is corroborated through classroom observations, where Professor Jessie thinks
critically about how to engage the students holistically, including homework, projects, online
learning community blog posts, in class reflection questions, individual formative assessment,
group discussion, and partner discussions. Professor Jessie’s internal motivation to provide the
best learning environment for his students, also results in him creating an inclusive environment
that incorporates the diversity of each student.
Professor Young also spoke to the fostering of increased educational experience that is
motivated by his duty as a professor to ensure that everyone learns what they need to in his class.
His intent is that the students are sufficiently prepared for the upper level courses that they would
need to take the following year. Professor Young stated, “First, and especially at a sophomore
level class. My job is to make every student, help every student in my classroom learn. And my
philosophy, which is not shared by many of the faculty, is that the perfect class to me is that
every student makes an A”. (Professor Young, 1) This example exemplifies the internal
motivation that Professor Young embodies, as his desire is not to create a challenging course to
help track students to certain paths, yet it is his desire to provide every student with the
foundation to succeed. This is confirmed and validated throughout his interview as he describes
his perfect class as being one that every student makes an “A” and that if a student does not
succeed in his course, it could not be contributed to his [the professor’s] lack of effort.
An additional example of the personal/internal motivation that inspires Professor Young
is that within his syllabus he utilizes very personal language when addressing students in the
Classroom Respect section, which is referred to as a Course Policy in another syllabus. Within
this section, Professor Young utilizes phrases such as “Poor attendance is disrespectful”. Where
another professor simply quotes a policy statement, and one did not mention attendance or
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tardiness beyond missing tests or quizzes. Another example is the utilization of the word
“please” three times in this section, which conveys the impression that he is speaking to them in
a peer’s tone rather than a professor outlining course policies. The final example within the
syllabus is under the “Instructor” section where Professor Young provides his cell phone number
and encourages students to text him if they are going to miss a class for any reason.
Participants also spoke of personal factors that motivated their desire to engage diversity
in their academic curriculum. Professor Jessie stated, “This is not about accommodating
diversity. This is about how do I enhance the educational experience for everybody? How do I
make my classroom even better” (Professor Jessie, 1)? This phrase may seem contradictory on
the surface level, but after speaking with Professor Jessie, he provided clarification, that
“accommodation” and “accommodating” meant that something extra was being done to bring
those individuals in, but not that the inclusion of those individuals added benefits and
perspectives unique to their lived experiences.
Professor Lee, who has a medically diagnosed disability, spoke about services that he
received as he was growing up, and the subpar quality that he felt in regard to them. Professor
Lee stated, “I started, I still do, and am being underwhelmed with the services provided led me to
my current job of trying to figure out not to treat it, but what is causing it and how to perhaps
improve services for future generations of clinicians” (Professor Lee, 1). He went on to
elaborate, that due to these experiences, he did not want others to encounter the same challenges,
so he works with future clinicians, to ensure that they do not provide the same service that he
received. This quote speaks to the internal motivation that was kindled by his lived experiences
growing up with a disability and encountering individuals who provided underwhelming
services. This perspective is also the reason that he engages diversity, as he was treated in a
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fashion where he wants to prepare his future clinicians to be prepared to treat every type of
individual and treat every person as an individual.
Professor Young, a once retired, newly graduated Ph.D., has a different personal
motivational factor, which revolves around his desire to give back to his students. He stated that,
When they're looking at where they are hired. And saying that I had a roll in that.
Having former students come back by to visit me when they are in town. You know?
That's so much more worthwhile, where I am concerned. (Professor Young, 2)
Since Professor Young has already enjoyed a full career, he is now living out his dream, working
with students to help them discover their passion.
In regard to motivation, another interesting finding is that two of the three faculty
discussed that they also included diversity engagement in their curriculum because it was the
right thing to do. This was an interesting notion that could be interpreted in a number of ways,
however, is included in this document to show that the individuals within this research believe
morally that engaging diversity is a benefit to the institution.
It is for these reasons that the researcher coded the participants’ various responses as
motivation. If that motivation can be intrinsically or extrinsically fostered, those specific reasons
speak to the fact that there is a motivational basis for a variety of their diversity and inclusive
teaching actions.
Theme 3. Fear. An interesting theme that arose as the researcher was examining our
interviews was that of fear. From reviewing the transcriptions, observation notes, and artifacts
provided by the participants, fear had less to do with any actual phobia, and more to do with the
fact that if they did not do their best to engage their students in diversity, then their students
would not receive the full benefits of a college education.
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Professor Jessie speaks to the simple fact that certain groups feel excluded or less
included to certain levels. No matter the perspective, he responds with,
… if you look at any reasonable amount of data, critically looking at students in STEM
disciplines, did some students, some groups of students feel excluded or less included,
perhaps, than others? And, there's no reason for that. There is no reason that should be
that way. It[s] just… there isn't. (Professor Jessie, 1)
This statement provides understanding into why Professor Jessie believes that he must do
something to ensure that students are included or less excluded. This belief is exhibited
throughout the interviews, observations, and conversations with Professor Jessie as he is
continuously searching for strategies to engage the whole student and ensure, they are included.
This story provides insight on how Professor Jessie works to engage that diversity.
Professor Young is afraid that if he does not step into the gap, then the future classes will
not be as diverse, and be able to meet up with the needs of the department. A department, which
he mentioned has high turnover, specifically in regard to supervising the minority groups.
Additionally, Professor Young believes that the more they are allowed to self-segregate and not
engage with their peers, then they will not be successful. He stated,
[Where] I think we struggle more is in actually trying to integrate minorities in the first
year. And, providing Supplemental Support Program. Manners does some of that.
Umm. But I'm uncomfortable that taking a no, bring a bunch of minorities students in
and separating them and building a separate club and a separate program is really the
right way to address their diversity. (Professor Young, 1)
This focus on integration may seem counter intuitive, in thinking the reason the ethnic identity
groups were created is for this reason. Which they were. But that does not negate the need for
intentional engagement inside and outside of class.
Professor Young also spoke to his fear about the lack of diversity engagement and others
not stepping up, by discussing a research project that he led prior to this research. During our
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initial meeting, he spoke about diversity engagement research that he performed to understand
how his department could support and help those students who were underrepresented. He stated
that after he completed his study, he provided a couple of presentations to staff within his
department, but that due to turnover rates not much follow up has occurred, and the individuals
that were aware of his research are now gone.
Professor Lee also provides a unique perspective in regard to a fear of pop culture
influences, and its influence on student bias. Understanding that bias is instilled in us from birth.
By the time that students have reached college they have a plethora of bias that they are often not
even aware of. Therefore, Professor Lee expresses his fear of the influences of pop culture by
stating,
That's [the] thing about stuttering, as people have typically matched one person so even if
they do, they don't talk about stuttering. Or they kind of get all the information through
pop culture, which isn't always the most positive portrayal of stuttering. (Professor Lee,
1)
Professor Lee also discusses the need to provide multiple perspectives in regard to providing a
holistic understanding of the stuttering community. This is due to the fact that the community is
so small, many people may have never encountered someone who was a part of that community.
This fact is exponentially more accurate when additionally factoring in various other
underrepresented minorities.
Theme 4. Humility of Knowledge. The fourth theme surfaced through the analysis of
the literature in an environment centered around knowledge. Higher education professors are
considered experts in their field due to the process through which they traversed to enter the
positions that they hold. For the majority of positions within High Research Classification
universities this means a doctoral degree, and continued research in their area of expertise.
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However, when engaging diversity, few faculty have received direct training as referenced to in
the review of literature. Therefore, this theme of humble in knowledge revolves around the
notion that each of the participants as professionals in their field, were still very transparent
about their level of knowledge, and for some, their absolute lack of knowledge in certain areas.
Professor Young frames this theme very well with a response during our initial interview,
when asked about how his epistemological beliefs influenced his role as a faculty member and
researcher. Professor Young stated, “ I have enough confidence in myself to be able to admit
that I may not know all of the right answers, and that I'm still on the journey to try and figure out
some of those answers myself” (Professor Young, 1). This quote speaks to the fact that he is
confident in all his abilities, yet still humble enough to understand that he does not know
everything and there are places that he can be wrong, and still gain knowledge. This was seen
during observations as Professor Young asked a guest lecturer to come in and assist with
presenting a project. In the follow-up interview, when asked about the purpose of having the
guest lecturer join, Professor Young spoke to the fact that he knew everything that the guest
lecturer presented. However, the specific topic that the guest lecturer was presenting on,
happened to be their concentration area. So, Professor Young felt it imperative to bring in an
individual who could add a little more knowledge for the students. This willingness to step back
and say, yes, I am an expert, but I would like to bring in another individual who can add
something extra to this specific topic, speaks to the humility that this Professor has in regard to
his knowledge level.
Professor Jessie seem to be able to root his humility of knowledge within his field of
study, by stating, “What we think we know today, and what we think we know 20 years from
now, can be in some parts, two different things. My students need to know that I'm not telling
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them the truth in some absolute sense” (Professor Jessie, 1). This quote came when asking about
epistemology, and he referred back to his field of study speaking about the fact that knowledge
in the sciences evolve as researchers discover more. This understanding in regard to the
evolution of knowledge helps him strive to learn more and continually engage in research,
learning, and piloting new ways to teach and interact with students. This is validated through
that variety of methods and continual tweaks that Professor Jessie is making to his class to
engage all of his students, have them interact, and his attempts to foster more open
communication. Professor Jessie also speaks to this notion during his post interview by stating,
I don't think most of our faculty feel like they're terminal degrees somehow made them
omnipotent. Not that there isn't a little bit of that. But I mean, most of them realize that,
oh, there's plenty left to learn. That they don't know it all. (Professor Jessie, 2)
This concept supports his belief and actions that he feels as though “they don’t know it all”, and
that there is “plenty left to learn”. This continual pursuit of knowledge was also referenced
though Professors Jessie’s continual reflection on situations and instances that occurred, so that
he could do better next time. For instance, he spoke about holding impromptu office hours at the
university’s recreation facility, UREC, while he exercises. However, he was quick to speak about
how that opportunity is not as inclusive as he would like it to be. Then he referenced a
conversation with colleagues about how he would like to start inviting students to office hours, in
an attempt to foster more inclusive opportunities.
Professor Lee also contributed to this theme, in the post interview when he is asked about
one of his salient descriptors. He states,
How do we grow if we don’t know which knowledge doesn’t exist? And that keeps
me… [I]t does keep you curious as to really trying to verify and confirm what you know
and don't know. And to keep trying to test what you think you know against reality.
(Professor Lee, 2)
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In this quote he is speaking about the fact that his desire to keep growing motivates him to
continually pursue knowledge, so that he can understand better what he does and does not know.
This testing of new ideas and thoughts played out in various situations during the observations.
The first is through his desire to constantly utilize case studies understanding that his students as
practitioners will need to be able to deal with a variety of situations where they will need to be
humble in their knowledge, assess the information they have and do not have, and move forward
with a decision. Another example is when he discusses an identification card that identifies him
as an individual with a disability. His discussion was based within the uncertainty he has
surrounding the utilization of this card. However, when he engaged in the conversations, there
were additional more prevalent challenges and questions that he had not considered. Through
this situation, Professor Lee allowed the discourse to continue. This is his reflection of the
situation,
I'm happy to see the diversity of the classroom changing a bit, so I can experience my
blind spots, because they may be talking specifically about… the identification card I
have in your wallet. That it was probably the most educational moment of the year for
me to have that conversation with people in the class who have a different perspective on
how you should act, if you're stopped by a police officer. (Professor Lee, 2)
It is through these observations and themes that the theme humble in knowledge was created.
Each professor spoke to the fact that they are thought professionals, and that ultimately if they
are not continually creating this knowledge and exploring areas that are unexplored, then they
should not be here. Each professor has their own motivation for this continued exploration, but
each of them are humble to know that they do not know everything. It is this context that
translates into the engagement of diversity. Each professor spoke of a situation that challenged
their beliefs, such as attending professional development or speaking about an identification card
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for individuals with a certain disability, or personal experiences while growing up and
experiencing integration, which fosters their humility and inspires them to engage deeper.
Conclusion. These are the themes that were identified via initial and post interviews,
observations, and documents were examined to answer research the question which was created
to identify factors that influence white male faculty to engage diversity in their undergraduate
STEM courses. The first theme revolved around goals that were set intrinsically by the
participants, for this semester. Additionally, each participant also spoke about the need to take
time after the semester to spend time reflecting upon goals that were achieved and not achieved.
An example of an unachieved goal was Professor Jessie’s desire to identify a unique way to
engage students on a more frequent basis. In our post interview, he was not able to follow
through on this, but he stated that he would take time, reevaluate the idea, and place it on his list
for next academic year. The second theme was motivation, which varied greatly from intrinsic
to extrinsic satisfaction, to personal and professional motivation. The third theme identified was
that of fear, as a source of positive motivation. Within this theme the researcher observed that
faculty engaged in diversity due to the fact that they felt a duty to step in and create
opportunities. They each spoke towards the idea that they did not see enough happening to
support a group, or clinically to prepare a group to work with individuals different than
themselves, so they willingly and enthusiastically took up the mantel. The last theme revolved
around the fact that as subject experts, they are only experts in specific subjects, and even in
those subjects they do not know everything. Therefore, they are humble in their knowledge of
other subjects, which encourages them to engage in topics and areas that they are unfamiliar
with, through humility. These are four themes that were identified to understand the motivations
that inspire white males who teach undergraduate STEM to engage in diversity.
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Research Question five – Diversity Engagement Instructional Techniques. This
research question was created to identify the instructional techniques that were utilized by the
white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high on diversity engagement and
inclusive teaching scales, to engage in diversity. This analysis is purposed with answering the
question of how these professors engage, through the analysis of initial and post interviews,
multiple class observations, and document analysis. Research Questions one through four were
designed to tell the story of what motivational or predetermined factors contribute to faculty’s
desire to engage in diversity engagement and inclusive teaching in their academic curriculum.
The current question was conceptualized to understand and identify the instructional techniques
that white males in STEM utilize in approaching diversity engagement for undergraduate
curriculum.
In examining the data, the researcher came across a total of five themes in regard to how
faculty engage diversity in their academic curriculum. These themes included (1) perspectives,
(2) perceptions, (3) engaging diversity, (4) fostering communication, and (5) administrative
belief. The following are explanations of the afore mentioned themes which speak to how the
faculty participants engaged diversity.
Theme 1. Perspectives. The first theme that emerged throughout the initial interviews
was the concept of providing perspectives. Due to the fact that only one of our participants
openly identified as having a marginalized identity, in the form of a disability, for the professors
to effectively engage diversity, each of our participants spoke to the need of alternative
perspectives. Each of the participants spoke to perspectives, but they were referenced in a
variety of ways. One individual spoke of perspectives in the sense that as a white male faculty
member, his perspective could be that of being conscious of the dominant identities and the
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presence it creates in certain space. Another participant spoke to the fact that even though he did
have a minority trait, there was still a need to provide diverse perspectives beyond his own single
story. Finally, it was mentioned that everyone has an opinion and that they must be cognizant to
create a space for differing identities or opinions.
Professor Jessie spoke about perspectives in the sense that even though he is conscious
about others, he has to constantly remind himself that he is not the exact same as anyone else in
his classes. An example of this occurred when following up on a question that was presented in
the initial interview with Professor Jessie, regarding his salient identities. In this response, he
was providing information about how his identities influenced his ability to engage diversity and
inclusive teaching. It was as follows,
…it [is]recognizing [that] not all my students, not any of my students, are going to have
the same five identifiers. And so, remembering that their identifiers and my identifiers
are not going to be the same. In one sense, I think, it maybe is one of the fundamental
first steps in thinking about inclusivity in the classroom. Part of that is realizing that your
students are not like you. And along with that, is that as a result of that, I need to think
about how I present material, and the kinds of things that I have them do in a way that
will work for, maybe more than one specific group of people. (Professor Jessie, 2)
Within this statement Professor Jessie is acknowledging that he has just one perspective and
there are vast others that may not think, work, or learn in a similar fashion. This is supported
through observations as Professor Jessie utilizes a multitude of instructional and assessment
techniques to engage his students. During observations and from document analysis the
researcher identified that Professor Jessie utilized lectures, videos, PowerPoint presentations,
drawings, small group discussions, partner discussions, formative assessment with sporadic
group dialogue, presentations, discussion boards, and review sessions to provide information to
his diverse group of students. In assessing their learning, he utilized an array of formative and
summative assessments including online quizzes, in class quizzes, pack back questions, lecture
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exams, final exam, lab quizzes, informal assignments, lightening talks, formal writing
assignments, posters and a laboratory final exam. This variety in teaching and assessment
directly relate to Professor Jessie’s understanding that not everyone is the same, and that to teach
and assess them, should be fashioned in a holistic manner. With that, he is supporting his
espoused beliefs, acknowledging that no one will be like him.
Professor Jessie also takes the idea of perspectives a step further, in regard to this mental
process of decentering himself and returning the pedagogical focus back to the students. When
speaking of this perspective change in regard to teaching Professor Jessie states,
So, I do think, for everyone initially, there is this real focus inward. I think as you get a
little bit of experience, you begin to get more comfortable, and you're sort of more
comfortable with the content and the interaction, how it’s going to go. I do think that
begins to let you sort of see outward. How does this provide an example of a higher-level
faculty in STEM undergraduate fields, stepping back and allowing the course to become
student focused engaging the student’s identities? (Professor Jessie, 1)
He discusses this change of perspective from inward to outward facing as a maturing process that
must occur within the faculty. He states that “as an individual who is not comfortable speaking
in front of students, you are worried about your actions, your slides, and your words, and not
about the student’s actions, words, or understanding” (Professor Jessie, 1). He goes on to state
“the importance of professional development is in expediting that process” (Professor Jessie, 1).
This idea of perspective changing is also seen in the amount of student-centered teaching
techniques that he utilizes in his teaching, which accounted for over half of the total techniques
he utilized during observation.
Another example of the perspectives theme is that of role playing. Professor Lee is a
faculty member who teaches in a customer service field, with a diverse clientele who are coming
to see him about disorders that may be sensitive in nature. With that in mind, throughout his
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interviews and observations, he spoke openly and at great length about making sure that
clinicians are able to place themselves in their client’s shoes. So, with that in mind, he sends
them on this role-playing assignment where they must simulate the disability over a couple days
making sure to interact with an individual who is an authority figure, such as a pastor or teacher,
their professor, Professor Lee, and finally anyone else they choose. Students have the option of
taking the assignment or opting out. Here is Professor Lee’s response to the question,
Specifically, in my stuttering course. There's a variety of activities we do. But the one,
that I've gotten the most feedback about is this simulation of stuttering. So, I have the
students go out and voluntarily stutter even though they don’t, as far as I know. There's a
few who have, and we've talked about that individually. To experience it, just three, four
days. Not just because of the experience because also clinical tool, but it's partly just to
know here's what you're looking at, here is where clients may not necessarily complete
their homework. Is this really hard? And I think you need to respect how complex this
problem is. So, it's literally putting them in their shoes for a little bit. Now, I cannot
monitor all these people, obviously, some aren’t going to do it. But that's also part of the
process…is that you couldn't do this for three minutes of your life. How do you expect
the person across the table to do what you're going to say, for the rest of their life? So, I
think that helps some people and I've read the research some people actually that hardens
their preconceived notions and that people who stutter are anxious and shy and meek.
(Professor Lee, 1)
This response covers a variety of complex factors, which include the fact that this assignment is
a clinical tool, and for those individuals who may not engage for one reason or another, may be a
sign of future success. He speaks about the fact that if you can’t do this for a couple days, how
do you expect your client to receive you authentically and listen to you if you cannot walk in
their shoes.
Another example of perspective is that if faculty do not allow space for others to provide
their opinions right or wrong, then no one will want to listen to and engage in ours. This
example came from Professor Lee, who speaks about allowing others to have their space to talk
and to provide their opinion, and his ability to engage and allow them to provide their
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perspective, which could be either correct or incorrect. The following is Professor Lee’s
response when speaking about allowing other perspective, sometimes even incorrect
perspectives,
Yeah. I mean, I suppose, it depends upon how egregious it is. I mean, it's got it, it's a
pretty high threshold though. Like I know I let that live. Because you [do] that in clinic
as well. You don't tell the person that they’re wrong immediately. You have it in your
brain. Let them tell their story, tell who they are, because they're not going to buy in if
you never let them have that thought. So, I typically say well, and a lot of people think
that, and, and I think I can understand why. Here's what we know and try to give it a
space, and just like a comfortable space for people to give thoughts that may not
necessarily be right, but at least they're engaging with the material. (Professor Lee, 2)
In this example Professor Lee is speaking to how he allows the other individual time to voice his
opinion and engage, because even though he may be wrong, the individual is still critically
engaging the topic. That as a faculty member is important, because faculty members want
students to critically engage in and think about the material. If an individual is engaging in this
manner, you can always provide them more resources to engage further, which is not an option
for someone not as involved.
Professor Young provides us another example in regard to how faculty allow far varying
perspectives. Specifically, in this example, the faculty member is speaking to how each
individual is different, and one way by which you would engage one student, would not be the
most effective way to engage another. With that in mind, Professor Young is very adamant in
learning his students and gathering background information. This allows him to speak to how he
structures his teaching in the most inclusive way possible and attempts to account for individuals
who may not be as engaged or doing as well. The following is Professor Young’s response to a
follow up question in which his teaching style aligned equality or equity. He responded,
Um. oh., I think the equity would be because you inherently have to look at each
individual as to where their needs and their interest are, and you try to approach them
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differently based on what those are. You know, certainly I'm not very good at trying to
shoehorn everybody into the same box or, you know, and unfortunately, too many of the
faculty just say, “That's not my job”. You know, it's there… there is no box that they put
them in, because they don't, they don't really try and engage their students. I’m there, I
present the materials, I do the exams and good ones, or respond yeah, and we don't need
the ones that don't. (Professor Young 1)
The last example in regard to providing perspectives is in regard to not being judgmental
during conversations with varying perspectives, especially when one is engaging diversity. In
this example, Professor Young provides examples of what some faculty may do understanding
that they are the authority in certain subjects. They may tell students that this is truth, and you
are incorrect, and this is what you need to do, or this is how you should think about that. This
ultimately provides a poor example of how to engage diversity and or any topic that you would
ultimately like for the other individual to understand and engage in further conversation.
Professor Young states,
But I think one of the things that in my own way, right or wrong that I try and do, you
know, I try to allow for diverse interest in opinions without being judgmental, that this is
right, or this is wrong, or this is my way, and this is what you need to do.
Professor Young, 1)
These are the examples that make up the first method that the faculty participants of this
survey utilize to engage diversity and inclusive teaching in their curriculum. The theme of
perspective taking allows a decentering of the conversation and perspectives to the student to
allow them engagement and ownership over the topic and the final conclusion.
Theme 2. Perceptions. The second theme that was found under research question five
which answers how faculty engage diversity in the curriculum is via their perceptions.
Perceptions can be synonymous with insights, perceptions, observations, and views, which are
all items that faculty members should excel at, due to their research foundations. This theme was
found through a variety of perceptions that faculty made, to change their focus, be particularly
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attentive in an aspect, or allow for a conversation to continue when they might not be the most
comfortable.
The first example of this theme is the utilization of observations to consciously keep an
eye on students and student groups who have been known to behave poorly. Professor Young
describes his thought process, upon being questioned about these actions.
First, I tried to teach my classes as colorblind, our background blind as I can, and try to
treat every student as if they're important. On the other hand, I will also tell you that I'm
more attentive to our minority students about having potential problems, because I just
experienced enough to know that sometimes are more disadvantaged than others since I
want to. (Professor Young 1)
This example displays Professor Young’s dedication to his students and to the success of his
institution.
The second example of these perceptions is in regard to a desire not to engage in diversity
engagement due to a lack of desire to change, and a steadfast hold to a tenant that was created to
support change and advancement, not hinder it. Professor Jessie provides us his outlook on this
tenant and what it will take to engage inclusive teaching.
Changing inclusive teaching requires changing the culture… of the individuals. And you
know, one of the tenants of most universities, is this notion of the freedom that faculty
have in the classroom, that people can't tell the faculty what they can do and not do in the
classroom. And that is a cornerstone of certainly us higher education. And it has lots of
positives, but it also has a negative [aspect] and the negative news, it's very hard to get
change. Because you can't force people to change, [especially] people who have
academic freedom. So now you have to convince them that they should change. Well
change is hard. So, it's hard to convince people to change and you don't have a lot of
leverage. But professional development is exposing them to this, getting them talking
about it. Having people think about it is at least a pretty good first step. But beyond that,
it's actually really hard to see what you do, which as you know, this now requires just for
culture change. It's why I think at times I'd like to see the upper administration sort of
talk about it a little bit more because I think the more those issues are talked about, the
easier it is to get change. The more people are aware of something the more they think
about something, it's easier to get change. If you never talk about it. Why are people,
why would somebody change I mean it is you got to expose it to them, and you got to
keep coming back and exposing it. Because one exposure is not going to be enough for
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somebody to say, “ I’m changing everything I do in the class. I'm going to rip up my
syllabus, and I am going to do everything differently, to make this a more inclusive
environment”. Come on, that's not going to happen with one exposure, you need to keep
coming back and that's the place where I would argue the colleges and the universities
could be doing more than just sort of more general awareness piece. (Professor Jessie, 1)
It is through these examples that the theme of perception was created. Perception can be
changed via observations, and insights to change perspectives and continue through change,
when they are not most comfortable.
Theme 3. Engaging Diversity. The third theme, and probably the theme that speaks
most directly to the question, what pedagogical and epistemological techniques were utilized by
the white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high on diversity engagement and
inclusive teaching scale, is Engaging Diversity. This theme is built from a variety of examples
where faculty are able to engage diversity in one aspect or another and sometimes successful,
and at other times not very successfully. However, as in all lessons it not about the grade, but
what was learned.
Before engaging in specific examples, the first item that became obvious throughout the
research, was that each professor who was selected to participate in this research has or is
planning on performing diversity work in one form or another. Professor Young performed a
student survey with a diversity component in the recent past, while Professor Jessie has served
his field as a trainer at an annual conference teaching about inclusive learning. Finally, Professor
Lee spoke in detail about research ideas that he would like to pursue and aligns with his current
research and aspirations. Some of the participants were chosen, or volunteered for certain
activities, but the majority took the mantel and actively engaged in the work.
In regard to the theme of Engaging Diversity, Professor Jessie does this through his
teaching by ensuring that he engages the individuals who need his help most. When asked why
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he focuses on the students who need the most help, he said he believes that each of his students
can do better tomorrow than they are doing today. This is the mantra that he teaches with.
Professor Jessie stated,
I do think they can all be better tomorrow than they are today. And my goal is to make
that happen, right? I want them to be better and they are all capable of taking that step
forward. But, but hey, that's only going to happen if I believe that's going to happen. So,
I have done it, you have to believe that. And it's only going to happen if I work to
include all of them, right? If I look at this, and I say I'm only interested in the best
students, I'm only interested in teaching the best students in my class. I can help those
students take a step up. But that means that I'm not helping the others. They paid their
money to be there, we invited them into the university with the idea that they're all
capable of taking this step forward. It's my job to do this. And the ones I have to worry
about the least are the ones at the very top. They're going to take care of themselves.
They would learn this material - they would be good regardless of what I do. The ones I
might actually be able to help are the ones who are not there. In one since it’s that
simple, there's no great [notion] it’s a really simple process. (Professor Jessie, 1)
This example highlights the optimism, and belief that Professor Jessie has in each student, from
the top to the bottom. This example was visible during observations, when Professor Jessie
would ask a formative assessment question, and the majority of the students would incorrectly
answer it. Instead of just informing them of the correct answer he would have them work in
small groups and pairs, and during this time he would walk around and engage various
individuals throughout the class. Later he informed the researcher that this would provide him
an opportunity to understand who was understanding what. Then he could adjust focus and
attention to be cognizant that as he moved on, those individuals were not continuing to be lost.
The second example of the Engaging Diversity theme is with Professor Lee, and an ID
card that has been available to individuals with his disability, so that individuals can inform law
enforcement of their disability. Professor Lee is intentional about providing opportunities to
engage diversity through discussion. An example of this is when he breached a topic with
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intentions of creating conversation about equity, fairness, and the necessity to need a card, for
individuals with a disability, to inform law enforcement of their benign intentions.
So, the National Stuttering, the Stuttering Foundation of America has created an ID card
for people who stutter if they get stopped by the TSA, the cops or whomever. It says,
Hey, I stutter. I'm not crazy drunk, high, or whatever. I'm not nervous, this is how it
sounds. [I]t's the kind of card they give people who've had a stroke for the same reasons.
[W]e bring up the topic, in class, because there's pros and cons, obviously to this. And I
see it and I have one, I'm torn about it. But I have one because I've gone through TSA
and I've gone through, like, I've gone through this, the being stopped by a cop etcetera.
That being said, there were people in my class who because of their race and probably
been stopped a lot more than I have and gotten a lot more harassment, or so I felt. And
that made me reevaluate how much I color the plight of people who stutter. I had to be
respectful of other people in the room who have perhaps had it worse. And that
opportunity didn't arise until recently [in] my room…because our departments’ gotten
more diverse as a student body. And so, the responses I got from students who spoke up
in class, who were people of color, um, they have strong opinions about it and those
opinions didn't always agree with each other. So, I just let that happen and I tried to
ensure that there's probably multiple layers of this. And it needs to be explored and it's
been completely under-explored in that data. (Professor Lee, 1)
During this situation he was creating a space for open dialogue, but it was not the one he
expected. He began speaking of disabilities and the unforeseen challenges, however this opened
up a much larger diversity conversation in regard to privilege and race. And although Professor
Lee could have steered the conversation back to his original intent, he allowed a space for
dialogue. He was able to allow the dialogue to happen and not try to stop a critical conversation,
when it is not going in the direction that you have planned. Additionally, this conversation
enlightened Professor Lee to the point where he mentioned that this was one of the most
enlightening experiences, he has had all year. This is an example of how engaging diversity does
not always happen intentionally, but by his ability to create a safe space through discussion,
individuals felt confident to have the discussion.
The final example for this theme is that of Professor Young who engages diversity
through his personal approach to teaching. Professor Young, who is an instructor, has some
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more latitude with his breath of professional job responsibilities. However, the dedication that
he displays to all students, especially those who are underrepresented goes above and beyond.
Professor Young describes this dedication,
I have always taken an interest in bringing minorities in, but again, I've never done
anything for the minority students that I wouldn't do for a white student either. I just did
try my best to be colorblind in my applications and just watch for students that either are
waiting to be engaged are that actually need help, and I'm perfectly happy to work with
anybody that wants help. (Professor Young 1)
This quote speaks to his dedication to diversity engagement through the personal application
which he utilizes as a professor. Although he may not have the correct terminology, the intent of
creating a personal connection with each student is prevalent. This is validated in observations
as he knows each student by name, and has additional information via a survey, that helps in
fostering conversation with each student before and after class. The personal approach is further
validated, via his syllabus, by providing his cell number to his students and referencing them to
use it in a variety of situations.
It is via this attention that Professor Young notices when any student is missing and
reaches out to them. He also spoke during an interview that this personal attention that he
provides to his students serves as a marker to identify if students habits or behaviors change.
Since he engages with them often, he is able to identify those who may need help and direct
them in that direction. He is proud of his referral rate to university services as he sees it as a
measure of how well in-tune he is with his students. Additionally, beyond requesting a personal
survey and memorizing your name, so that he can intentionally engage you, he also gathers
additional contact information so that he can give it his all to help one succeed.
It is through these different but important examples that Diversity Engagement can occur.
It can be via a class discussion with unintended results, that is allowed to continue to fruition, or
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pedagogical frame that has you engage the students who need you most understanding that the
high achievers are going to continue achieving higher. Lastly, it can occur through the lagniappe
that each faculty member can provide by asking a couple of questions and requesting a picture.
Engaging diversity occurred in a variety of instructional techniques depending upon each
participant personal characteristics.
Theme 4. Cultivating Communication. The theme of cultivating communication
describes each professors’ unique approach and desire to creating additional communication with
their students that are academically or socially based beyond the classroom. This theme
describes how professors engaged diversity through cultivating communication beyond the
classroom.
Professor Jessie fosters communication via his desire to engage with all students and get
to know and speak with them in regard to more than just the curriculum. Professor Jessie has a
desire to engage with students, therefore the question of how to prompt students to come to
office hours is one of his “problems” that he is intent on solving. He first began trying to foster
communication via run along office hours that he created to start engaging with students in a
non-classroom/office setting. Here is his summary of the technique
For many years now, I've had run along office hours. So, I like to run. In the fall I teach
this big class. So, every week, I tell them that they can meet me at the UREC at four in
the afternoon, they come and run with me. And we're talking about whatever they want
to talk about. And so, I've been doing that for over 10 years. And I have not run by
myself very many times. I almost always get a few students who show up, some of the
conversations have been about biology, some have been real content. Some have been
about careers. Some have been about majors. Some have been about whether they
should transfer to another university. You know, I mean, everything is fair game…
(Professor Jessie, 1)
Then he begins to think critically about the inclusivity of the activity and leads into his own
critique of his efforts, “… it's one of those things, it's in one sense not a particularly inclusive
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activity, because if you don't like to run, you're not going to do it” (Professor Jessie, 1). Finally,
he concludes,
On the other hand, it's a very informal moment. And then much less formal than coming
in here (his office), and then sitting and talking. And so, on one side there has been lots
of really interesting conversation that go on. And that was a physical attempt on my part,
to try to create a way for students to interact with me outside of class, that would sort of
work for some of them at once. It would work for me as well and be a little different.
And so, in one sense, it's been sort of oddly successful. (Professor Jessie, 1)
This narrative describes Professor Jessies attempt to engage all of his students and create unique
opportunities to be more welcoming to all of his students. Then halfway through his
explanation, he becomes conscious, or expresses the lack of inclusivity of the activity, even
though it is beneficial.
For some faculty this may be the extent of their efforts, however for Professor Jessie he
references a conversation, where he has already been thinking about his efforts, and that in order
to be more inclusive and engage all of his students, he speaks towards a new strategy that he has
to engage his students.
… [T]wo days ago, I was in a meeting with a group of other faculty and we were talking
about this issue of how difficult it is to get students come to office hours. And one of the
questions they came up with, maybe we should call it something else. Office hours
sound very formal. And certainly, for freshman, in high school, if you have to go to the
office, that's inherently bad, right? And so, we call this office hours. It almost has that
same tone as, like this is bad. And so, should we call it something else? Is there a
different way to frame this and it isn't just about you only show up if you are doing bad.
You only show up if things are going good and there may be a question, come by. If you
want to talk about career, come by. If you’re just having a bad day, just come by. I have
set this time aside for you. Come… and take advantage of that. And whether we needed
to send them an invitation. So that was the other thing. What would happen if you
invited them? Because it's almost always framed like here are my office hours, come if
you need to come. It’s not a, it's not an invite… (Professor Jessie, 1)
Through this exert Professor Jessie has already reflected on his prior actions and is creating
conversation or is engaged in conversation with others in ways to increase communication. This
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effort is an important aspect of engaging diversity, due to the fact that the students who are
successful, typically do not have a problem visiting a teacher, because they are doing well.
Therefore, these efforts are targeted at any student who may need to have an extra conversation
with the professor.
Professor Young also fosters communication with all of his students in an effort to be
more available and accessible. The first example of this effort to foster communication:
I really encourage all of our students to get involved in extracurricular clubs. To the
point that in some of the basic courses, I actually give people extra credit points for being
engaged to support them. [G]etting them in the mix for something that's good and solid
and has an appropriate purpose and structure, whether it's my group are one of the others,
I really don't distinguish. And I'd love for people to come be part of the Tiger Chapter
[Ducks Unlimited], that I'm the advisor to, but they get the same credit for being in the
Student Wetland Society, or the Society of American Foresters, or the Wildlife Society,
Aquaculture and Fisheries Club. Umm you know, it's getting out and get engaged, and
you'll meet people, you work with people, you get a better understanding of, you know,
both your differences, but more importantly, your similarities. (Professor Young, 1)
This narrative speaks to the creation of communication with peers and faculty through Professor
Young’s encouragement for students to get engaged. He believes that this communication
fosters diversity engagement via understanding and exploring our differences, but also your
similarities. Professor Young believes in this principle to the point that in his lower level courses
he promotes this notion with extra credit points. Although this was not identified during an
analysis of his syllabus, there are other examples of his desire to foster open and effective
communication. As mentioned before, where the other professors only provided an office
number, Professor Young additionally provided his cell. A gesture that reinforces his desire to
foster communication.
Professor Lee also fosters communication with his own unique clinical approach. With a
central focus of Professor Lees teaching, centering around preparing effective clinicians, he
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engages diversity activity through communication. In this activity he has his students, who are
future clinicians, to emulate those individuals they will be serving, to gain perspective of what it
is like to gain experience of having that disability. He describes the experience as,
[I]t's a three-part process where they, call me on the phone here in my office and they
speak, and they stutter. And then they go to the person of authority in their life and
stutter and then the third one is their pick. I have no control if they do two or three but
it's on the honor system and they’ve come here to learn. (Professor Lee, 1)
This voluntary experience, as stated in his syllabus, allows for students to gain a perspective of
how it is to try and communicate with a disability, but also allows them to experience how others
react to them, in a structured environment. This communication, that is being created, engages
diversity in the sense that it challenges students’ perspectives in a very limited, but impactful
fashion.
This idea of communication also extends into his syllabus, where he invites students into
his personal life. He does this by inviting students to visit a local meeting of the national
association that supports individuals with his disability. This opportunity fosters more
communication in a very vulnerable situation. However, this opportunity allows for students to
engage in diversity by visiting a community and learning about them from themselves, and not
from “popular culture” which as mentioned earlier, does occur.
It is through this intentional creation of out of class academically based opportunities that
the participants work to engage and have their students engage in diversity. These opportunities
range based upon identity, personality, and professional traits, yet each participant works in their
own way to create opportunities for communication. This communication is with the professor,
peers, colleagues, diverse populations, and with each other. This theme describes another
method of how white male faculty engage in diversity in their STEM undergraduate curriculum.
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Theme 5. Administrative Belief. A theme that appeared with a negative connotation was
Administrative belief. This theme captures the disconnect between administration espoused
beliefs and actions, and faculty.
Professor Young provides an example of this trait as he conducted research within his
area, and less than a couple of years out, all of the individuals that he was working with are not
there anymore, and the new administration does not support him in the same sense (Professor
Young, 1). Professor Young goes on to further say that, “…I think the bottom line is… that
minority engagement lacks both the right emphasis and resources, at least within our area right
now (Professor Young, 1). This was validated through frustration that was exhibited in the
initial interaction with Professor Young. During this interaction he retrieved two studies that he
performed, that were not being used to guide his areas diversity engagement efforts due to
administrative turnover.
It is opinions like these that are not anomalies. Professor Jessie also expressed the same
notions, while speaking about his perceptions in regard to institutional priorities and then skewed
prioritization in the promotion and tenure process. Professor Jessie states that,
The ones who were being honest with you, they are going to say no. So, it's not to say
that it means that the institution doesn't care about undergraduate education. It's not to
say in some senses that the university doesn't reward people who are good in the
classroom. But I think it would be very hard for the institution to show any real measure
they use that actually talks about undergraduate education and engagement of that in a
meaningful light. So, I know a fair number of faculty on campus, who are excellent in
the classroom and spent a lot of time at it. And mostly because they think it's the right
thing to do. Not because they feel like the institution values it so much that they should
do this because it's an institutional priority. Right now, I might agree and say the same is
true for the people who are researchers. They're not doing research because they think
the university values research, they do research because they think it's important, and a
joy, and so forth. Maybe a little bit for promotion and tenure, because you know, that
they know, it's going to be part of their P&T package. I know, it's going to be a big part
of their package. The faculty do what they think they should be doing because they think
they should be doing it. The one nice thing about academia in the sense of the faculty
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level is that the institution can value whatever it wants, but I probably still do what I want
to do. (Professor Jessie, 1)
This quote speaks of the beliefs that teaching may be espoused as important, but that there is not
much else that places value in it. He believes that administration wants for teaching to be
important but without a valid and reliable way to assess faculty teaching, which is “extremely
personal” (Professor Jessie, 1). Then it will be up to individual faculty to make teaching
important. He also referenced that a positive in academia is the flexibility that faculty have in
creating their own priorities. He believes that this notion of freedom, is what ultimately drives
faculty to also perform research. Therefore, he believes that the administration is not doing
enough to place value on teaching, however faculty have the ultimate freedom and power to
make it a priority.
It is for these reasons that administrative belief influences diversity engagement. As
stated by Professor Jessie, faculty ultimately can do what they desire to do, however
administration plays an important role in setting those priorities. Through the creation of a more
effective way to assess teaching and create a less personal narrative around the action of
teaching, administration can signal to faculty that diversity engagement is a priority and valued.
This is similar to faculty promoting engagement in extracurricular activities or homework, yet
not attaching a value, class points, to the item. Oppositely, in the absence of administration
making diversity engagement a priority, faculty are not blameless, because due to their freedom,
they have the ability to prioritize what they believe to be important.
Conclusion
Quantitative. The quantitative results show that there are significant group differences
for a variety of demographic variables including Sex, Ethnicity, Age, Rank, Professorial Rank,
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STEM, White Male in Stem, and Epistemology. Additionally, significant differences were found
among the Factorial MANOVA’s of Epistemology and Ethnicity, and White Males in STEM and
Age. Lastly, differences were found between professorial rank and age, that are split based on if
they teach in the STEM Fields. These results support the decision to engage further qualitatively
to understand the motivation and techniques of the outliers who do engage in diversity, yet their
Ethnic, Sex, and STEM Field peers do not.
Qualitative. The Qualitative results identified four themes that explained why
qualitative participants engage in diversity engagement and inclusive teaching. Those themes
included Instructor Goals, Motivation, Fears, and Humble in their Knowledge. Each of these
themes, in their unique way, explain why these faculty members, who identify as White Males
teaching STEM in undergraduate curriculum, choose to engage diversity. Additionally, these
factors can be utilized to engage, challenge, and motivate another faculty to also engage. The
second goal of the qualitative section was to identify the instructional techniques utilized to
engage in diversity engagement and inclusive teaching and the following themes emerged:
Perspectives, Perceptions, Engagement in Diversity, Fostering Communication, and
Administrative Belief. These techniques, which are each performed in unique ways, speak to
larger actions that faculty could take to engage diversity across various epistemological beliefs.
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
Introduction
The purpose of this research study was to utilize exploratory mixed methods research
designed to gather further insight regarding diversity engagement in academic curriculum, and to
explore motivational factors and epistemological/pedagogical techniques of white male faculty,
who teach STEM undergraduate courses. For the quantitative portion of this research, various
multivariate procedures were run to understand where significant group differences were located
in regard to Diversity Advocacy (DA), Diverse Grounding (DG), and Inclusive Learning (IL),
based upon faculty demographics. Additionally, within the quantitative analysis,
epistemological belief was examined as a novel factor in determining group differences on the
three scales. These procedures allowed us insight into which factors caused division in the
group between categorical variables.
The qualitative portion of this research allowed for the exploration of two significant
questions in regard to diversity engagement in academic curriculum, for white male faculty who
teach undergraduate STEM coursework. The first question allowed us to engage the factors that
motivate this particular segment of faculty, who do not traditionally engage, to engage diversity
in their academic curricular. The second qualitative question provided an opportunity to observe
and identify pedagogical and epistemological instructional techniques that the specific group of
faculty utilize to engage diversity in their academic curriculum. Utilizing interviews,
observations, and document analysis this research engaged in an in-depth exploration to
understand Diversity Engagement beyond categorical variables.

189

Upon completion of these analysis, the results were “mixed” to provide a holistic picture
in regard to faculty engagement of diversity, integrating specific challenges and techniques, that
individuals can utilize to engage in or assist someone in the engagement of diversity.
This research study was undertaken to answer the following research questions:
1. Are there significant demographic differences in the engagement of diversity in
academic curriculum, by faculty at a predominantly white institution?
2. Are there significant differences in diversity engagement by faculty with varying
epistemological beliefs?
3. Are there any significant interactions between faculty demographics and
epistemological belief, in regard to engagement of diversity?
4. Why do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high
on diversity engagement and inclusive teaching scales, engage in diversity in their
academic curriculum?
5. What pedagogical and/or epistemological strategies which influence instructional
techniques do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored
high on diversity engagement and inclusive teaching scales, utilize to engage
diversity in their academic curriculum?
Conclusions
Quantitative Conclusions. The quantitative results and conclusions were founded via
SPSS statistical analysis of data collected via an electronic survey administered to faculty at
SSU. These results included analysis in regard to various faculty demographics and their
influence on three diversity-based scales. The demographic variables included sex, ethnicity,
age, professorial rank, STEM, and STEM white males. Additionally, epistemological belief was
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utilized for analysis. All results were based upon analysis of group differences between
independent variables in regard to dependent variables.
Diversity Engagement in regard to Demographic Differences. Demographic variable
analysis began with an extensive preliminary MANOVA testing, based upon factors identified
via prior research regarding inclusive teaching (Laird, 2011) and diversity (Mayhew &
Grunwald, 2006; Park & Denson, 2009). These analyses provided an opportunity to determine if
the current research corroborated prior research, which would further validate any new findings
that arise. The following are significant findings that were found based upon the survey data,
which revolved around the Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding and Inclusive Learning
scales.
Traditional Demographics. The research revealed that there was a significant difference
between sex in all three scales that were measured, including DA, DG, and IL. Specifically, the
findings showed that women were more likely to promote racial and gender understanding,
utilize inclusive content as the foundation for their curriculum, and utilize inclusive teaching
strategies, more than males. There was a medium effect between men and women on all three
scales, DA, DG, and IL. In regard to ethnicity, significant differences were found on the
Diversity Advocacy scale. Findings showed that Blacks/Hispanics were more likely to promote
racial understanding than Whites/Asians. There was a large effect size for the difference
between Blacks/Hispanics and Whites/Asians on the Diversity Advocacy scale. The results
showed that there was a significant difference between age groups on the Diversity Advocacy
scale. This showed that the younger generation seemed to be more apt to advocate for diversity,
through the promotion of racial understanding, than the older generations.
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Professional Demographics. The results showed that there were significant differences
between teaching rank in regard to the Diversity Advocacy and Inclusive Learning scales. This
showed that Assistant and Associate Professors were more likely to promote racial understanding
than their Instructors/GA/Other group and Full Professor counterparts. Additionally, this
research revealed that Associate Professors were more likely to utilize inclusive teaching
strategies, such as to utilize teaching methods that allowed for various learning strategies and to
empower students, more than professors. In examining for differences based upon STEM or
Non-STEM, results showed that there were significant differences for Diversity Advocacy and
Diverse Grounding. This informed the researcher that their Non-STEM teaching faculty were
more likely to engage in promoting racial diversity and utilizing inclusive content and goals than
the STEM group. In researching for differences between STEM White Males, STEM Others,
and Non-STEM groups, significant differences were found on the Diverse Grounding scale.
This means that specifically, Non-STEM individuals were more likely to engage in utilizing
more inclusive content and goals, incorporating diverse theoretical theories, and examine their
own biases, than STEM White Males.
Diversity Engagement in Regard to Epistemological Differences. The results presented
here integrate epistemological beliefs with diversity engagement, which is an area of research
that through an extensive literature review have not been examined together. The information
for the epistemological variables came from survey results based within a vignette, and the
Diversity Engagement variables were three scales, including Diversity Advocacy, Diverse
Grounding, and Inclusive Learning. The basis for utilizing epistemology as a factor for diversity
engagement was based in research by Schraw & Olafson (2002), Pauler-Kuppinger & Jucks
(2017) and Hofer (2001).
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The research showed that there were significant differences between epistemological
teaching beliefs on all three scales measured, including Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding,
and Inclusive Learning scales. Specifically, Contextualist were more likely to promote racial
understanding than Realist epistemological belief. Additionally, Contextualist and Relativist
were more likely than Realist to incorporate inclusive content and goals, and utilize inclusive
teaching and classroom techniques, than faculty who ascribed to the Realist epistemological
belief.
Significant Interactions in Regard to Diversity Engagement. The results presented in
this section were analyzed to determine if any significant interactions existed between variables
in regard to Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning. The first two tests
were Factorial MANOVAs, and the second two tests were One-Way MANOVAs that were ran
with a split file to determine if there was significance within either group.
Epistemology and Ethnicity. The results showed that there were significant interactions
between epistemological belief and ethnicity on the Diverse Grounding and Inclusive Learning
scales. Specifically, Black/Hispanic faculty who ascribed to the Realist belief were significantly
more likely to incorporate inclusive content and goals into their curriculum, and utilize inclusive
teaching and classroom techniques, than White/Asian faculty who ascribed to the Realist belief.
White/Asian faculty who ascribed to the Contextualist and Relativist beliefs were significantly
more likely to incorporate inclusive content and goals into their curriculum, and utilize inclusive
teaching and classroom techniques, than White/Asian faculty who ascribed to the Realist belief.
STEM White Males and Age. The results showed that there were significant interactions
between the STEM White Male identity construct and Age on the Diversity Advocacy and
Diverse Grounding scales. Specifically, faculty who were in the Non-STEM Group were more
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likely to promote racial understanding, than faculty who were in the STEM Others group, for
individuals who self-identified as Generation X or Baby Boomers/Traditionalist. Faculty who
were in the Non-STEM Group were more likely to incorporate inclusive content and goals into
their curriculum, than faculty who were in the STEM White Male and STEM Others group, for
individuals who self-identified as Generation X. Faculty who self-identified as Generation Z and
Millennials were more likely to promote racial understanding, than faculty who self-identified as
Generation X, within the STEM Others Group. Faculty who self-identified as Generation Z and
Millennials were more likely to promote racial understanding, than faculty who self-identified as
Baby Boomers/Traditionalist, within the STEM White Male Group. Faculty who self-identified
as Generation Z and Millennials were more likely to incorporate inclusive content and goals into
their curriculum, than faculty who self-identified as Generation X, within the STEM Others
Group.
Professor (Split – STEM v. Non-STEM). The results showed that there were significant
differences for Professorial Rank for the STEM group, but not the Non-STEM group.
Specifically, Assistant Professors, who teach STEM curriculum, were more likely to promote
racial diversity than Professors and Instructors/GA/Others group, who taught STEM curriculum.
Age (Split File – STEM v. Non-STEM). The results showed that there were significant
differences for Age for the STEM group, but not the Non-STEM group. Specifically, individuals
born in the Millennial Generation and After, for individuals who taught STEM, were more likely
to promote racial understanding, incorporate inclusive content and goals into their curriculum, and
utilize inclusive teaching and classroom techniques, than individuals born before the Millennial
Generation.
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Qualitative Conclusions. Qualitative results and conclusions were based off of three
participants who were selected due to their meeting specific criteria. These individuals were
selected because they identified as white males, who taught undergraduate STEM curriculum,
and espoused high Diversity Advocacy through their survey. These identities were chosen based
upon prior research and results from the qualitative data analysis. For each test ran, these
identities came back as least likely to engage in Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding,
Inclusive Learning on all of the scales. Therefore, demographically these individuals were
statistically the least likely to engage in diversity, yet via their survey results they espoused that,
in fact, they do. The following qualitative results were an analysis of their responses to an initial
interview and post interview, multiple observations, and a document analysis.
Faculty Motivation for Engaging Diversity in Academic Curriculum. Through analysis
of their initial and post interviews, observations, and document analysis four themes were
identified that provided insight into why these three professors engaged in diversity, beyond the
age-old adage that it just the right thing to do or diversity is good for everyone. The themes that
will be discussed are: (1) instructor goals, (2) motivation to engage in diversity, (3) fears and (4)
humility of knowledge.
Theme 1. Instructor Goals. Interview participants were asked to describe why they
engaged diversity in their course and its’ curriculum. The first theme to appear is that of goals
that the respondents had in regard to diversity in their course. Goals were marks that they
wanted to achieve during the year or semester, in regard to their class, that motivated them.
There were no specific questions that were asked to gain this information. These various goals
were mentioned by each instructor. Goals ranged from efforts to bring all of the students into the

195

class or course discussions, to moving students away from the binary good/bad and black/white
dichotomous beliefs, and an effort not to perpetuate stereotypes.
Theme 2. Motivation. A second theme to arise in analysis was that of motivation. Each
participant spoke in regard to the importance of various professional and personal motivations,
that supported their desire to engage in diversity and inclusive teaching. Personal motivations
ranged from deeply rooted feelings of exclusion and values that were instilled early on, to the
personal satisfaction that is felt when an individual engages a diversity conversation and there is
lifelong change, or a new passion is created.
Theme 3. Fear. Fear was an interesting theme that arose as the researcher was
examining our interviews. From reviewing the transcriptions, fear had less to do with an actual
phobia, and more to do with the fact that if they did not do their best to engage their students in
diversity, then their students would not receive the full benefits of being an SSU Graduate. One
respondent spoke to the simple fact that certain groups felt various levels of exclusion or less
inclusion. No matter the perspective, he responded with, “… there is no reason for that. There is
no reason that that should be that way”. Therefore, participants settled on the conclusion if not
me, who?
Theme 4. Humility of Knowledge. This final theme arose out of a reoccurring notion that
participants would periodically refer to their lack of knowledge, or not knowing everything.
Usually the comment was phrased in the context that they were confident in what they knew, but
they did not know everything, and they were always open to learning or being persuaded about
some new piece of information or class structure.
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Diversity Engagement Instructional Techniques. The themes included (1) perspectives,
(2) perceptions, (3) engaging diversity, and (4) cultivating communication, and (5)
administrative belief.
Theme 1.Perspectives. The first theme that emerged throughout the initial interviews was
the concept of providing perspectives. Due to the fact that only one of our participants openly
identified as having a disability, for them to effectively engage diversity, each of our participants
spoke to the need of alternative perspectives. Each of the participants spoke to perspectives, but
they were referenced in a variety of ways. One individual spoke of perspectives in the sense that
as a white male faculty member, his perspective could be that of being conscious of the dominant
identities and the presence it created in certain space. Another spoke to the fact that even though
he did have a minority trait, there was still a need to provide diverse perspectives beyond his
own. Finally, it was mentioned that everyone has an opinion and that they must be cognizant to
create a space for differing identities or opinions.
Theme 2. Perceptions. The second theme that was found under research question five,
which answers how faculty engage diversity in the curriculum, is via their perceptions.
Perceptions can be synonymous with insights, perceptions, observations, and views, which are
all items that faculty members excel at, due to their research foundations. This theme was found
through a variety of perceptions that faculty made, to change their focus, be particularly attentive
in an aspect, or allow for a conversation to continue when they might not be the most
comfortable.
Theme 3. Engaging Diversity. The third theme is engaging diversity, which was built
from a variety of examples where faculty either intentionally or unintentionally engaged
diversity in one aspect or another. Some of these examples were ideal, while others provided an
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example of how to navigate a challenging situation, but each situation was important in the
continual discourse around diversity and inclusive teaching.
Theme 4. Cultivating Communication. This theme appeared through the analysis of
interviews, observations, and document analysis of faculty’s interactions and proposed
interactions with students. Each participant within this study worked diligently to not only
encourage communication within the classroom, but each participant cultivated intentional
opportunities to engage with their students and ensure that their students were engaging with
others outside of the classroom.
Theme 5. Administrative Belief. A theme that appeared with a negative connotation was
Administrative belief. This theme captures the disconnect between administration espoused
beliefs and actions, and faculty. These disconnects ranged from a lack of effort, to a lack of
support from administration in regard to setting diversity as a priority.
Quantitative Discussion
The results revealed that there were significant differences between one or more of the
following scales, including Diversity Advocacy, Diverse Grounding, and Inclusive Learning, for
the following demographics sex, ethnicity, age, professorial rank, STEM, and STEM White Male
Categories. Diversity Advocacy measured “a variety of faculty attitudes towards diversity,
including their commitments to promoting racial understanding, and their views on the role of
diversity in undergraduate education” (Park & Denson, 2009, p.420). Diverse Grounding
measured the “items illustrate that when faculty have more inclusive content, they are also likely
to be inclusive in terms of their course goals, the theoretical underpinning of the course, and their
level of examining their own biases and limitations (Laird, 2011, p.584)”. Inclusive Learning
measured “faculty are more inclusive in terms of their classroom atmosphere, they are likely
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attempting to be inclusive in terms of understanding their students, using teaching methods that
allow for different types of learning, using multiple types of evaluation, making adjustments
based on student needs, and empowering students in class” (p.584).
In an effort to understand characteristics that identified faculty who were more likely to
engage in diversity, including: in promoting racial diversity (DA), incorporate inclusive content
and goals into their curriculum (DG), and utilize inclusive teaching and classroom techniques
(IL), multiple demographic factors were examined to determine where significant difference lay.
In examining the likeliness to promote racial diversity, sex, ethnicity, age, professorial rank,
stem, and epistemology were significant factors. In examining what factors identified significant
differences in regard to what faculty incorporate inclusive content and goals into their
curriculum, sex, STEM, White males in STEM, and epistemology were significant factors.
Finally, in regard to factors that were likely to identify significant differences in regard to
utilizing inclusive teaching and classroom techniques, sex, professorial rank, and epistemology
were significant factors.
Diversity Advocacy. The results of the study showed that traditional demographics
revealed differences in faculty’s desire to participate in Diversity Advocacy (DA), which is
defined as promoting racial understanding. Specifically, the research showed that sex, ethnicity,
and age were factors that identify significant differences regarding DA. These findings are
consistent with other research that show women, minorities, and younger faculty are more likely
to promote racial diversity (Hurtado, 2001; Milem, 2001; Laird, 2011; Park & Denson, 2009; and
Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006). Furthermore, the research showed that race had greater effect on
DA or promoting racial diversity than sex and age, which is consistent with previous research
(Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006). This study revealed that women were more likely than men,
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minorities more likely than whites, and younger faculty more likely than older faculty, to engage
in diversity advocacy. Historically, women and people of color are groups that have and
continue to be marginalized within our nation and institutions of higher education, this provides
an understanding of why these groups possibly engage in promoting racial understanding
(Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006). These groups that have been shown to promote DA are more
oftentimes underrepresented (i.e., women, minorities) in our institutions of higher education. In
contextualizing these results, higher education institutions still need to figure out why other
groups, including STEM, Males, and white faculty do not engage diversity advocacy at the same
level as their counterparts. The results from this study can help institutions to create a profile of
individuals who are most and least likely to engage in promoting racial understanding. Utilizing
these profiles, various types of professional development opportunities can be created. An
example of this could be inviting guest speakers, who are experts in specific fields and that
ascribe to a variety of these identities, to provide empirical and experiential information about
their benefits and experiences promoting racial understanding. Institutions of higher education
could also utilize this information to create faculty cohorts, to help encourage community
building in safe environments, to gain confidence, knowledge, and support from diverse groups
of faculty. The results from this study are important because they allow institutions to create
directed programs, which speak to the needs of the faculty who are least likely to engage in DA,
promoting racial understanding.
The research shows that a faculty member’s epistemological belief has an influence on
their level of belief in DA. The results revealed that there was a significant difference between
DA beliefs for faculty who held Realist and Contextualist beliefs. The Realist epistemological
belief is teacher-centered, while the Contextualist belief is a more student-centered teaching
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belief. Schraw and Olafson (2002), found that beginning teachers were more prone to endorse a
realist, more teacher-centered view, and as time progressed, they became more likely to endorse
a contextualist world view. This finding informs institutions that if administration is able to
assist beginning faculty in transitioning from a Realist, teacher-centered teaching belief, to a
Contextualist, student-centered belief, then institutions will be able to potentially increase the
likeliness that they are more likely to engage in DA, promoting racial understanding. This
finding is significant, because the ability to help faculty progress from Realist to Contextualist
epistemological belief, provides institutions with an opportunity to develop faculty beyond the
traditional methods of focusing on race and gender. This can be accomplished in a manner that
will potentially allow them to begin to understand the benefits of promoting racial understanding
in their curriculum.
Research also revealed that there are significant differences regarding DA, promoting
racial understanding, based on professorial rank. Specifically, Assistant and Associate
professors are more likely than Professors to engage in DA, promoting racial understanding.
These differences can signify that as faculty progress throughout their career there are social
(i.e., peer faculty belief) or contextual factors (i.e., departmental belief, institutional belief) that
detract from their level of engagement in DA (Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006). Furthermore,
Lindholm and Astin (2008) found that faculty rank does influence belief and teaching
approaches in undergraduate faculty, specifically regarding utilizing student-centered pedagogy.
The results from this study support these findings, that there is something significant that occurs
throughout an individual’s career that influences this factor. These findings inform us that it is
important to engage faculty in professional development around DA, as they are promoted

201

through the faculty ranks. Additionally, the creation of policy that support and reward Professors
for engaging in DA would be beneficial.
In summary, there are a variety of factors that reveal differences in diversity advocacy,
promoting racial understanding, including age, ethnicity, sex, epistemology, and professorial
rank. Through the engagement of each of these variables, utilizing the strategies mentioned
above, institutions can strategically engage a variety of faculty. This can be accomplished
through a multitude of programs to increase the promotion of diversity in their curriculum.
Diverse Grounding. In examining the traditional demographics, significant differences
were identified regarding Diverse Grounding (DG), which is defined as integrating inclusive
content, goals, theoretical underpinnings, and in self-examination of bias and limitations. The
results revealed that sex, STEM, and the STEM White Male were the only factors that identified
significant differences regarding engagement in DG. Specifically, women were more likely than
men, Non-STEM more likely that STEM, and the Non-STEM group was more likely than the
STEM White Male group to integrate inclusive content, goals, theoretical underpinnings, and in
self-examination of bias and limitations. The likelihood not to engage in DG can potentially be
linked to the nature in which faculty regard the STEM fields, specifically pertaining to the lack
of perceived opportunity to engage diversity in numbers, formulas, and facts that need to just be
taught and retained.
The results of this study revealed that a faculty member’s epistemological belief
influences faculty level of desire to engage in DG. Specifically, the largest difference was
present between those faculty with Relativist epistemological belief, who were more likely to
engage in DG, than those with Realist epistemological beliefs. Additionally, differences
between faculty with Contextualist epistemological belief, who were more likely to engage in
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DG, than those with Realist epistemological belief, produced a large effect as well. Similar to
previous research, the Realist belief is teacher-centered and least likely to engage in DG. Both
Contextualist and Relativist beliefs are student-centered and more likely to engage in DG. This
informs us that when working to understand and contextualize faculty’s integration of inclusive
content, goals, and self-examination, epistemological belief has a larger effect than any of the
traditional demographics. Similar research (Hofer, 2001; 2004) informs us that faculty with a
teacher-centered belief, which from the results of this study were primarily STEM faculty, prone
to utilizing preestablished assessments developed by external publishers of their adopted
curriculum. Whereas, faculty with a student-centered belief, which from the results of this study
revealed the majority were Non-STEM, would be more apt to utilize authentic assessments that
match cooperative learning activities, and criterion-based assessments tailored to each student’s
needs. Therefore, through helping to inform and challenge STEM faculty to engage in more
complex types of assessments, those faculty would inadvertently need to reevaluate their
teaching practices to embrace inclusive foundational beliefs as part of their teaching.
Furthermore, these research results showed us that the interactions between
epistemological belief and ethnicity, influences faculty’s level of desire to engage in integrating
inclusive content, goals, theoretical underpinnings, and in self-examination of bias and
limitations or Diverse Grounding. Expressly, for faculty who ascribed to the Realist
epistemological belief, Black/Hispanics, were more likely to promote DG than White/Asians,.
Additionally, Whites/Asians who ascribed to the Contextualist or the Relativist epistemological
belief were more likely to ascribe to DG attributes than White/Asian in the Realist
epistemological category. With that in mind, although White/Asians demographically were less
likely to engage in DG, the study revealed that if epistemological belief is considered, these
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differences regarding engagement in DG can be ameliorated. Specifically, if White/Asian
faculty are able to transition from Realist to Contextualist or Relativist belief, then they are
significantly more likely to engage in DG.
For institutions to effectively engage faculty to integrate inclusive foundations into their
curriculum, intentional and specific attention should be given to faculty epistemological belief.
Institutions that focus on race and sex as markers for understanding and progress of engagement
in DG are very shortsighted, as these study results revealed that epistemological belief has larger
effect than traditional demographics. Based upon these results, epistemology would be a better
marker to identify potential individuals, that are more likely to engage in DG, or to identify
individuals who would need intentional development to engage in DG. Additionally, this is a
uniquely important trait, as epistemological belief can change over time and with professional
development, unlike traditional demographic markers.
Inclusive Learning. The results of the study showed that significant differences were
identified regarding Inclusive Learning, defined as engagement in utilizing inclusivity in their
classroom atmosphere, understanding their students, using multifaceted teaching methods,
multiple types of evaluation, adjustments based on student needs, and empowering students.
Specifically, the research revealed that sex, professorial rank, and epistemology were the only
factors that identified significant differences regarding engagement in IL. The results identified
that women were more likely than men, Associate Professors more likely that Professors, and
Relativist and Contextualist more likely than Realist, in regard to engaging IL at higher levels.
The research findings showed that a faculty members sex influences faculty level of
desire to engage in IL. Women were more likely than men to engage in utilizing inclusivity in
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their classroom atmosphere, understanding their students, using multifaceted teaching methods,
multiple types of evaluation, adjustments based on student needs, and empowering students.
The findings for sex were consistent with previous research (Hurtado, 2001; Milem, 2001; Laird,
2011; Park & Denson, 2009; and Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006).
Research also revealed that there were significant differences regarding IL, based on
professorial rank. Specifically, Associate Professors were more likely than Professors to engage
in IL, defined as engagement in utilizing inclusivity in their classroom atmosphere,
understanding their students, using multifaceted teaching methods, multiple types of evaluation,
adjustments based on student needs, and empowering students. Similarly, to DA, these
differences can signify as faculty progress throughout their career, and there are social or
contextual factors that detract from their level of engagement in DA (Mayhew & Grunwald,
2006). Additionally, faculty rank does influence belief and teaching in undergraduate faculty,
specifically concerning the utilization of student-centered pedagogy (Lindholm & Astin, 2008).
The results of this study showed that a faculty member’s epistemological belief
influences faculty level of desire to engage in IL. Specifically, the largest effect was between the
Relativist epistemological belief and Realist epistemological beliefs regarding engagement of IL.
Similarly, differences were found regarding Contextualist and Realist beliefs about engagement
of IL. Additionally, similarly to the findings in Diverse Grounding, the results revealed that
epistemological beliefs that were teaching centered (i.e., Realist) were less likely to engage in IL,
than those beliefs that were student-centered (i.e., Contextualist and Relativist Epistemological
Belief).
Like the Diverse Grounding results, the study revealed that interactions between
epistemological belief and ethnicity influenced faculty’s level of desire to engage in IL.
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Whites/Asians who ascribed to the Contextualist or the Relativist epistemological belief were
more likely to ascribe to IL than White/Asian, in the Realist epistemological category. Again, as
previously described in the DG, even though Whites/Asians are less likely to engage in IL, if
epistemological belief is considered, these differences regarding engagement in IL can be
ameliorated.
For institutions that are interested in effectively engaging faculty in Inclusive Learning,
defined as utilizing inclusivity in their classroom atmosphere, understanding their students, using
multifaceted teaching methods, multiple types of evaluation, adjustments based on student needs,
and empowering students, institutions must be willing to holistically engage their faculty
members. Institutions need to critically engage faculty with a professorial rank of Professor, to
understand why there is a decline in IL engagement. Institutions need to engage the underlying
student-centered/teacher-centered pedagogy dichotomy, to foster engagement in IL. Lastly,
institutions, need to engage faculty epistemology to better understand why faculty engage in IL
at various levels.
Conclusion. In conclusion, the results from this research informed us that although
demographic factors are important, faculty are complex multidimensional individuals with more
attributes that influence their diversity engagement, than traditional demographic indicators.
This is integral to engaging diversity and inclusive teaching, because as previously mentioned,
traditional demographic factors do not change, however epistemology and an underlying
pedagogical concept of student-centered, and teacher-centered pedagogy, can change. As our
results showed, both factors influenced our three scales empirically regarding epistemology, and
theoretically about teaching focus.
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Across the board epistemology was the only non-demographic factor that most frequently
identified differences and produced the most significant differences. This was important as it
provided a multifaceted understanding of faculty, including their beliefs about teaching and
assessment, to provide institutions a foundation to build more holistic training approaches that
capsulate a variety of goals.
Lastly, in an effort to engage faculty across the board, institutions should focus on
promoting student-centered pedagogical techniques, as an alternative to situating faculty
development around diversity engagement and inclusive learning, as our results inform us that
both accomplish similar goals.
Qualitative Discussion
In understanding the qualitative results of the survey, the researcher found that women,
people of color, non-STEM, and younger individuals were more likely to integrate diversity into
their curriculum via one of the three scales that were utilized in this research. With that in mind,
to further the knowledge in this area, utilizing the quantitative survey results the researcher
identified three individuals who were anomalies in regard to their diversity engagement. These
individuals were white males who taught curriculum within the STEM fields and self-scored
themselves as being high in diversity advocacy. Additionally, the researcher decided to engage
an individual from each of the three epistemological beliefs. This allowed us an understanding
of the various motivational factors and techniques that these individuals utilized to engage
diversity within their curriculum.
Faculty Motivations. Regarding what motivated these faculty participants to engage in
diversity the researcher identified four salient themes. These themes included: instructor goals,
which were goals that the instructor had identified prior to the semester, or had potentially
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received feedback from student evaluations; motivation, which ranged from intrinsic to extrinsic
and were founded in lived experiences and various values that professors were instilled with
throughout their life; fear was also a motivator, but not in the sense that faculty were fearful of
something, but more in the sense that faculty feared that if they did not step up and take action,
the students might not be introduced to these topics and ideas; lastly, humility of knowledge
described the desire for faculty to be humble in what they knew, and always be open and willing
to learn something new or be challenged in a respectful way. These themes showed us that for
these three professors there were a host of identities, experiences, and values that contributed to
their identity, which influenced their desire against all odds to engage diversity in their academic
curriculum.
The first theme is goals. First, however, is to note that faculty prepared for and engaged
class in a variety of ways. From a relativist perspective, Professor Jessie was very intentional
about everything that was done in class, from the music to his lectures. During the interviews
Professor Jessie would always ponder the question for a moment before answering, and
additionally while engaging in other questions he would inevitably reference back to something
he said previously. Whereas, Professor Young approached class differently, instead of setting “a
mode” he enjoyed the interactions of students and sought out conversations to check in and
follow up on things mentioned previously. Finally, Professor Lee was cordial, but from the
observations did not arrive as early as the other professors, and he was cordial, but a little more
down to business.
With this in mind, the conclusion was that each professors’ goals were a reflection of
their personality. For Professor Jessie, who is the Relativist and very reflective thinker, his goals
were not new, they were the result of months, if not years, of conversations, pilots, failures and
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successes, and an evolution from teacher to student centered pedagogy. Two goals that he
referenced were to “not just bring the student in, but to bring all of the students in”, and he
wanted to increase student utilization of his office hours. In regard to the first goal, he spoke
about his teaching journey, and how his passion was not teaching, but research, and that the
teaching just happened to come along with the other. Additionally, he spoke about not enjoying
public speaking and large crowds. Yet, as the professor gave this narrative of focusing inward
for these various factors, to finally focusing outward, it was clear that he had been on this
journey of becoming a more effective teacher for a while, and this goal was the next step on that
journey. The same with his desire to foster more student utilization of his office hours. As he
spoke about this goal, he mentioned that he had been hosting jogging office hours at the
university recreational center (UREC), and that prior to the interview he had been speaking with
other professors about what they did, and what he wanted to do. Then there was Professor
Young, who ascribed to the contextualist frame, had a goal of getting to know his students on a
personal level. Professor Young enjoyed interactions and making connections with students to
help them engage, and to help him understand and keep tabs on his students so that he could
assist if he saw them slacking, but also so that he could be a reference as they progressed
throughout the program. Teaching second year courses, Professor Young saw his job as
providing the foundation, and ensuring that all of his students succeeded. This was confirmed
through his willingness to place his cell phone number on his syllabus, and give his students the
ability to contact him, without setting up any written structure. Lastly, professor Lee’s goals,
were to ensure that students were prepared to be practitioners in a helping field. This was
important to him because as an individual with a disability, he had encountered some
“underwhelming” service, as he stated. Therefore, it was his mission to ensure that students did
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not replicate that. This was seen in a variety of ways, but one particular action that Professor Lee
did, was to ask the same two questions every test. This was because there were certain
misconceptions that he did not want to go beyond his course.
In understanding motivation, each of the professors described a factor that instilled in
them this desire to advocate for diversity or engage in inclusive teaching strategies. For
Professor Lee, he spoke of his lived experiences with a disability as his motivation to engage
diversity and inclusive teaching within his curriculum. Although Professor Lee never discloses
how or why his treatment was underwhelming, from his desire to integrate diversity, role play,
and the utilization of scenarios, one can assume that his clinician did not follow proper protocol
and potentially mis-diagnosed him. Professor Young spoke to his personal desire to see students
succeed, and the external satisfaction that comes when those students come back and inform him
of the great job that they now have. These notions speak to how he took a different perspective
on weeding out courses and deciding to transform them into foundational courses to help
students ultimately succeed within the program. This notion of re-envisioning the prevailing
narrative and transforming it to impower underrepresented students can fall with Banks (1995)
Multicultural Education Theory (MET) tenet of empowering school culture and social structure,
which is described as reorganizing institutional culture to allow for underrepresented groups to
experience equality and empowerment. Professor Jessie mentioned a variety of notions that
motivated him to continue to utilize inclusive teaching strategies and engage diversity within his
curriculum, which all revolved around creating the best learning environment possible. The first
motivational factor that was mentioned was Professors Jessie’s desire to continue to engage and
empower diverse individuals to create a more holistic environment. This corroborates Haslerig
et al. (2013) study which found that the increase of structural diversity can benefit discourse in a
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variety of means. This includes an increase in diverse interactions and opportunities to view
diverse perspectives, while oppositely negating negative effects of not having a structurally
diverse classroom, with the ability to have a fully developed conversation, and creates
opportunities for silencing and tokenism. Additionally, he spoke to creating the best learning
environment possible, which directly relates to the Diversity Inclusion Model’s (DIM) tenet of
creating an empowering classroom environment.
The third theme spoke to fears, which arose from each professor feeling that at some
point or another they were the last person who could help challenge their students and have them
engage in diversity, before they go out into the field or to higher-level courses. Even though
each professor was motivated by different factors, experiences, and values, they all had the
desire to play their part in developing students. Professor Jessie displayed his frustration
concerning the way underrepresented students were treated, stating that there was no reason for
students to feel excluded or less included. Professor Young mentioned the administrative
turnover and the lack of consistent effort by administration. Therefore, he had a fear that if he
did not step up and take a personal interest in his students, many would fall through the cracks or
not be as prepared as they needed to be. Professor Lee centers his fear around his course being
an upper level course, and one that potentially proceeds clinical work. His fear was that if he did
not do something to actively engage students in diverse opinions and perspective, then pop
culture would provide these future practitioners with their knowledge about certain groups or
disabilities. These fears all peak to a feeling of civic responsibility that Park and Denson (2009)
identified to be the most significant predictor of engagement in Diversity Advocacy.
Additionally, these beliefs align with Haslerig et al. (2013) that speak to the fact that structural
diversity alone does not adequately explain the relationship between diversity and increased
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student learning, and that there must be intentional facilitation for structural diversity to be
beneficial. It is these fears that help produce civic responsibility within the participants to
engage in diversity.
Humility of knowledge was a common theme that ran throughout every interaction with
each professor. Externally, each professor was very humble with their accomplishments,
knowledge, and level of expertise. Each professor was very genuine although they each had
different levels of conversational skills, they each gave the students their undivided attention.
With this, when Professor Young was asked about how is epistemology influenced his teaching,
he said that he was confident in his knowledge, however he was still on the journey. An example
of this was that for a lecture he brought in a guest speaker to provide the demonstration. This is
important because as professors they are supposed to be the content expert, but in this situation,
he was bringing in another professor to teach material that they co-created. In asking the guest
lecturer to come in and instruct the class, Professor Young was transparent in his humility.
Professor Jessie provided an example of his humility, which for him was founded in his field of
research, science. Professor Jessie stated that as a researcher in his field, knowledge is always
constantly changing. Utilizing a general example, he stated that what we know now and what we
will know 20 years from now can be two totally different things. He went on to state that this
understanding of the evolution of knowledge helps him strive to learn more and continually
engage in research, learning, and piloting new ways to teach and interact with students.
Professor Lee spoke that knowing what knowledge does not exist, is what keeps him curious. It
also instills a desire in him to take chances and risks with assignments and discussion. One
particular assignment was that of the ID card. He decided to engage in a conversation to talk
about the need to have individuals with a disability present a card to the police or TSA. This
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would aid in keeping them from being alerted by the disability and thinking that he has mal
intentions.
In conceptualizing this information, it was clear, similar to the quantitative findings that
each faculty member was a complex multifaceted individual, and motivated intrinsically and
extrinsically through their beliefs, values, and lived experiences. Within these illustrations, no
thought, belief, or perception was the same. Professor Jessie had a passion to provide the best
instruction possible, whereas Professor Young was about making a personal investment in each
of his students, and Professor Lee was motivated to produce the best practitioners possible. This
variation in motivational factors could also be attributed to the fact that each professor was
interacting with students who are in very different points in their educational journeys. Professor
Jessie was engaging with high level honor students in an introductory science course, where
Professor Young was instructing a foundational course for individual majors that would be relied
upon and referred to throughout the rest of their academic journey, and Professor Lee was
teaching an upper level senior course for students that were about to graduate.
This was important in regard to faculty development for the fact that, institutions will
exhaust unlimited avenues and finances to engage our student population. However, for faculty
institutions utilize three or four salient factors, and create trainings around them expecting to
change institutional culture in that fashion. What these results pointed to were targeted efforts to
work with faculty in cohorts, which are preferably not college or department based, and to
provide development, tools, and resources. Through research institutions understood the
importance of diverse thoughts, opinions and experience, and to exclude the necessity of
utilizing these tenets ourselves.
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Faculty Instructional Techniques. The first theme that was mentioned in regard to
strategies was perspectives. Professor Jessie referenced perspectives in the context that he has to
remind himself that not everyone is like him, and therefore he has to be intentional in regard to
how he teaches and the way he assesses. Similar to other individuals who do not like to speak in
front of groups of people, like Professor Jessie admitted to, individuals have to stop themselves
from going back to what seems natural to them. This notion also relates to the teaching
transformation that he spoke about in regard to moving from teacher-centered to studentcentered, which he attributed to professional development and experience. This has allowed him
to understand how to give the students control of the classroom, while guiding them on the
journey, and he does that through an extensive array of teaching tools. This corroborates
Haslerig et al. (2013) when they speak in regard to the importance of providing structure to
foster efficient course dialogue. Professor Lee bases perspective taking in his desire to educate
professionals that are prepared for the clinical world. He does this through providing his
students with a variety of perspectives which range from individuals who have various types of
speech impediments, to individuals from different cultures with speech impediments, to having
his students walk in the shoes of an individual with a speech impediment. Professor Lee
provides a variety of perspectives to first, prepare his students to be clinicians, but secondly, to
instill in them that no one person knows everything and in order to be a good clinician or
researcher, they will need to rely on their peers. These examples relate to Haslerig et al. (2013)
findings when they state that structural diversity helps students relate to diverse clientele as
professional. Yet, structural diversity alone does not initiate those gains, it is based upon the
faculty members ability to engage that diversity in structured diverse conversations (Haslerig et
al., 2013). Professor Young conceptualized perspectives in a unique way with his own personal
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approach. Through this approach he spoke about getting to know each individual to ensure that
in everything he does, he is being conscious of all individuals. Additionally, this unique personal
approach allowed him to identify when he was losing a student, or students have engaged with
too much information during a class session. Professor Young also fostered diverse perspectives
through open conversation, without automatically being judgmental or dismissing something that
was wrong. He believed that if you don’t allow individuals the space to create dialogue, tell
them when they are wrong and inform them of the truth, then you are not modeling a good
example of fostering and engaging in diversity.
These examples provided understanding in how perspectives can be utilized to engage
diversity in a variety of aspects. These perspectives can come from peers, guest lecturers or
faculty, from authorities who are experts or who are authorities through lived experiences.
Through the use of perspectives individuals can experience narratives different from their everyday learned experiences.
The second theme that was identified was that of perceptions. In response to a question
about engaging diversity, Professor Young spoke about how he helps all students, but pays
particular attention to minority students. He went on to state that in his experience they need
more attention because sometimes they are more disadvantaged than others. Therefore, he works
to pay careful attention to them throughout the semester. These actions are noble and do in fact
support findings from Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr, (2000) who conclude in their study that
faculty outreach efforts are needed to minimize intentional and unintentional racism.
Additionally, Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr, (2000) concludes that creating racially based support
and mentoring opportunities aims at academic and social support could be beneficial in
supporting students of color, which is exactly the strategy that Professor Young takes. Professor
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Jessie also utilizes perceptions to engage diversity. As stated earlier, he places his efforts in
teaching to the students who are not the over achievers. Since he does not give a baseline exam
or ask for GPA’s upon entering the class, he utilizes his perceives who these students are. This
can be accomplished via class engagement, where a student might sit on various types of
formative assessments. As professional researchers, as well as educators who are trained in
research, this can be a valuable tool, if utilized correctly. If not, this perception could lead to
more bias and stereotyping and if not self-assessed, do more damage than good.
An important point to note is that Professor Jessie spoke of the bias that perceptions
could bring about when interacting with girls in sororities. Another example of this bias could
be found within the utilization of the term “colorblind” by Professor Young. Both of these
examples provided two important points. The first is that all individuals have bias, and that
should not hinder us from engaging in diversity or inclusive teaching, and secondly the
importance of honest continual self-reflection to work to eliminate these biases.
The third theme is engaging diversity, which was a theme that spoke directly to how
these individuals engaged diversity in their curriculum. Professor Jessie provided an example in
regard to how he engaged diversity through his teaching. He described how he did not teach to
his best students, but the rest of the students in the class. He justified this with, if he only paid
attention to the best students, then they would do better, however if he paid attention to the rest
of the students, he could work to bring them up. The best students were going to take care of
themselves anyway, most of the time without help. For this reason, Professor Jessie believed
that it was most beneficial to the whole class. This technique could be classified as a tenet of
Cross-Cultural Counseling under Skill, which is described as a technique that is utilized to
engage unique perspectives and a process-oriented strategy to effectively reach culturally diverse
216

students (Sue & Sue, 2008). Additionally, this can be classified as Equity Pedagogy under the
Multicultural Educational Theory (Banks 1995), because it is the utilization of an inclusive
teaching method to create academic achievement. Professor Lee referenced engaging diversity
through the creation of an unexpected dialogue, around an ID card utilized to inform police of a
disability. In presenting the discussion, he was made aware of the cultural context that he was
presenting this dialogue and the privilege attached to the question. However, through his
creation of a safe and empowering classroom environment, students were able to engage him in a
conversation that enlightened him through providing perspective. This exemplified what Sue &
Sue (2008) coins as Knowledge, due to the fact that as a privileged individual, Professor Lee did
not realize the cultural implications behind a literal “Get out of Jail” Free card. Additionally, this
served as an example of the Knowledge Construction tenet of Multicultural Educational Theory.
Professor Young displayed diversity engagement during his personal approach to his course and
understanding his students. This personal approach began with a survey that he presented to his
students, which allowed him to build a profile of the student, including their educational goals,
personal goals, and fun facts. Additionally, he asked each student for a picture. This allowed
him to not only immediately start addressing students by name, but it also allowed him to begin
tailoring his course to the interests and passion of his students. Lastly, each class period he
engaged with some students, sometimes the same, but every class he was intentional in regard to
who he sought after. This personal investment prompted all students to be more engaging, it
created a relationship with those students who may not have normally approached him, and it
allowed him some facts about the students to build upon.
Each of the methods utilized by the participants were very unique to their beliefs, values,
lived experiences, and personalities. Professor Jessie wanted to provide the best instruction
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possible, so he created a way to provide that. Professor Lee wanted to make sure that his
students were prepared for the clinic, so he engaged with real live conversations, about current
issues. Finally, Professor Young utilized his personal approach, and personable personality to
engage all of his students and have them invest back. One item to note in these examples is that
although each faculty member intended to be successful with each activity that they presented to
the class, sometimes the activates were not successful, as in the case of Professor Lee. However,
as he referenced, that experience was one of the more influential moments that he experienced all
year. Therefore, it is ok to fail, but in failure make sure to learn.
This theme was based around the cultivation of dialogue, academic or socially, outside of
the classroom, between the student and the faculty member or other students. For Professor
Jessie, these opportunities were spoken about in the interview mainly around his desire to
interact with more students during his office hours. He stated that this had been occurring for
approximately ten years and was going well. He said he rarely ran alone. Professor Young
cultivated communication academically outside of the course by promoting participation in
extracurricular activities. He believed that this action would help all students, but especially
minority students, to engage in academically linked extracurricular activities. He believed that
this would help them with their curriculum, and also extracurricular, by creating a social network
by which to continue to integrate into the department. Another area where Professor Young
cultivated communication was through his syllabus, where he provides his number for students
to call or text in regard to absences. Professor Lee cultivated communication through a class
assignment and an invite to a local meeting for an organization that he was involved in. The
assignment that he gave students, was a voluntary assignment where they had to call in and
emulate stuttering to the professor, another authority figure, and a person of their choice. This
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communication would occur with the professor at a designated time, however for other
individuals, he could engage them at any time. The second assignment through which he
cultivated communication was through an open invite to an organization that he was a part of,
which was affiliated with his disability. In this invite he strongly encouraged students to come
out and learn and engage with the community.
These examples again, speak to each individual professors’ personality, beliefs, values,
and motivations. Each example has their own unique spin. Professor Jessie loves to run,
Professor Young became interested in getting a Ph.D. and becoming a faculty member through
his membership within an organization, and Professor Lee is interested in preparing the best
clinicians possible because of his lived experiences.
The last theme is administrative belief. The first example of this was in regard to
Professor Young’s research that revolved around gathering climate information to support
minority students within his department. He stated that after he performed research for multiple
years, he presented it to departmental and due to the continuous turnover, there was no follow up
in regard to the next steps. Another administrative belief originated from Professor Jessie, in
regard to what continually causes the institutional challenges with engaging diversity and
inclusive teaching. He believed the reason that the institution and faculty would never take
teaching seriously was due to the fact that to critique teaching was very personal, whereas
critiquing service and research was either less personal or anonymous. Therefore, to review
teaching, the institution would have to create a reliable measure, and they were not willing to do
that.
These examples provided us with a narrative that administration was not doing enough to
support diversity, although it was espoused. Each professor through description, or lack of
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description, believed as though there were individuals at all levels that belied in and worked
toward creating a culture of diversity and inclusiveness. However, as a whole the instruction did
not support this initiative with their talent, time or treasure. Another note is that these narratives
did not support Mayhew and Grunwald (2006) who stated that one of the two most important
factors of faculty engagement in diversity is Institutional belief, which is not the case in this
instance. Each faculty member appeared to engage despite not believing that their instruction
fully valued diversity and inclusion.
In conclusion, these provided narratives are examples of how these three professors
engaged in diversity within their curriculum. Each of these faculty members created ways based
on their beliefs, values, personalities, and lived experiences to engage students. Some examples
were successes and others were not as successful, but in moving away from the binary of
right/wrong and good and bad that is weaved throughout instructions of higher education, each
faculty member was providing their students with content and examples of how to engage
diversity in a variety of aspects.
For institutions to be successful in engaging diversity and inclusion, they must be willing
to support staff with their time, treasure, and talent. Research studying inclusivity institutions
must utilize inclusivity in their development atmosphere, understanding the faculty, using
multifaceted teaching methods for faculty, multiple types of faculty evaluation, adjustments
based on faculty needs, and empowering faculty with the tools, skills, and support. Additionally,
institutions must utilize inclusiveness in terms of their faculty diversity goals, the theoretical
underpinning faculty development, and their level of examining how institutional owned biases
and limitations influence faculty. To effectively engage each faculty member a plethora of
techniques and support need to be engaged.
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Implications
The findings within this document responded directly to the study’s research questions
and helped to achieve the goals of the study, which were to understand demographic factors that
influence diversity engagement in academic curriculum; understand motivational factors that
influence the engagement of diversity by White Males who teach STEM undergraduate
curriculum; and identify the instructional strategies by White Males who taught STEM
undergraduate curriculum utilized in their courses. These findings have several implications for
identifying strategies to identify motivational avenues for faculty to inspire engagement,
engaging faculty through development to utilize diversity in their curriculum and providing
strategies and lid narratives to support faculty on their diversity engagement journey.
In regard to identifying motivational avenues for faculty to inspire engagement, this
research found that faculty teaching epistemology was an integral avenue to be utilized in
understanding attributes that determine diversity engagement. Faculty epistemology had the
largest effect on two of the three scales utilized to measure diversity engagement, and on the
final scale, it had the second largest effect. This result was significant in the fact that institutions
could move away from traditional demographics to understand faculty, specifically in regard to
diversity engagement in this study, but towards other outcomes, as well. This result informs
institutions that faculty are multifaceted individuals who are more complex than race/ethnicity,
sex, age, and ability level. Institutions can utilize these results to begin working to create new
training, not just in regard to diversity, but around teaching strategies that will as a result, also
improve diversity engagement and inclusive teaching.
In understanding faculty motivation, the motivation of White Males who teach STEM
undergraduate curriculum, institutions need to do a better job investing in their faculty teaching.
221

Understanding that an institution is a business, and research provides funding, without the
students, an institution is a research center. If an institution is interested in providing the services
of an institution, it needs to prioritize its number one asset, the students. To do this, institutions
need to intentionally invest in faculty to provide them the knowledge, experience, and tools to
effectively do so. This research provides three narratives from individuals who are the least
likely to engage in diversity, however against all odds they do. Institutions need to create
cohorts of incoming teachers to begin providing this resource. Policy wise institutions need to
create guidelines that make diversity and inclusive teaching based professional development
mandatory. These courses will help to empower faculty to take chances, which will lead to
success, or not. However, each opportunity is a learning opportunity. If faculty are not here to
learn, then why are faculty here?
Lastly, in regard to strategies to engage diversity and inclusive teaching, all faculty need
to challenge themselves to incorporate this into their practice. The purpose for selecting the
demographic that was researched in the qualitative results, was to dispel the myth that diversity
and inclusive teaching could not be engaged in STEM. If faculty were truly interested in
conveying knowledge, and preparing future generations, they have to stop utilizing methods
learned in undergraduate or graduate school. Faculty should take their course materials and
merge them with their own personality, values, beliefs, and lived experiences. Faculty must be
willing to go above and beyond to reach every student in the course. Additionally, college
admissions already provide a selection process. Faculty must stop trying to further weed out the
individuals who they do not believe to be good enough, which are usually the underrepresented
and marginalized groups, and focus on teaching every student what they need to know to be
successful.
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Policy wise institutions need to reevaluate faculty assessment. Understanding that
promotion and tenure is an academic cornerstone, that will potentially never stop. Therefore,
institutions need to utilize the structure that is already set up through the promotion and tenure
process to hold faculty accountable. Additionally, faculty should be rewarded if they are
integrating diversity in their curriculum. This can be through the integration of mandatory
diversity trainings and revamping the assessment’s students utilize to provide faculty feedback.
If students understand, or it is incorrectly espoused to students, that faculty evaluations do not
carry weight, then why would they invest in or believe their faculty cares for their honest
opinion?
Most importantly, the largest finding that was not reported is that faculty simply need to
care about students. Each of the individuals in this study truly cared for students, each in their
own unique way, but completely. For a culture to change, people must completely care beyond
the convergence of interest.
Recommendations for Future Research
This research study investigated a variety of factors that influenced faculty engagement in
Diversity Advocacy (DA), Diverse Grounding (DG), and Inclusive Learning (IL). Based upon
the results of this study, the following are various research that could build upon this research,
influencing faculty to engage diversity in their curriculum, utilizing an array of tactics.
Future research from these findings, regarding DA, DG, and IL, could include gaining an
understanding of the amount and types of development necessary to change epistemological
beliefs across levels of professorial rank, the percentage of faculty whose beliefs change
specifically due to the professional development, and how significant of an increase in Diversity
Engagement the change in epistemological belief will produce. A study investigating if there are
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differences in the increase of DA, DG and IL over time between an experimental group, who are
provided an intervention that is designed to challenge and change their epistemology, to a control
group. Furthermore, engaging epistemology as an identification tool, to determine how effective
it is at identifying faculty who do or do not engage in diversity.
Another area of future research, would revolve around understanding how effective the
creation of diverse cohort program in which faculty are provided knowledge, resources, and
tools, increase a faculty members likelihood to engage in DA, DG, and IL.
Future research, based in the DA, DG and IL scale results, could involve understanding if
successfully persuading faculty members to change their assessment methods, from teacher
centered, to student centered would that increase faculty desire to engage DA, DG and IL.
Alternatively, from a student perspective would this change in assessment produce discernable
changes in faculty engagement in DA, DG and IL.
Future research could be used to replicate the quantitative portion of this particular
research on a larger scale, to determine if these finding are inferable to the larger population, or
if these are regional results. Additionally, in a larger study that encompasses various regions,
additional demographic factors can be included.
Also, a replication of the qualitative portion would be beneficial, particularly including
other demographics to understand faculty engagement. Specifically, research White Males in
STEM undergraduate who do not engage in diversity to understand their motivation or
reservations, or individuals in the Asian American community, who hold a unique perspective of
being identified as an underrepresented group, however, do not utilize inclusive teaching, or
integrate diversity at high levels like other faculty of color (Park & Denson, 2009).
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Lastly, investigating this line of research in regard to diversity engagement to nonPredominantly White Institutions, such as Hispanic Serving Institutions, Historically Black
Colleges and Universities, and other minority serving institutions. The line of research would
allow for an understanding of how diversity is engaged in their curriculum, what diversity means
in a majority minority institution, and how epistemology influences diversity engagement.
Limitations of the Study
This research is limited as a result of the samplings and participants targeted were faculty
at one institution. This limited the ability to generalize results to other institutions nationally,
and regionally. To add to this specific area, possibly researching the multiple institutions in the
South Eastern United States, would help with the ability to create relatable findings.
Additionally, since this research is targeting white male faculty in the STEM field teaching
undergraduate courses, that leaves a large population out of the qualitative research. These
additional populations could add differing opinions and a more holistic understanding of the
actions that are unique to the white male population. The qualitative portion of this research
could also have included white male faculty in the STEM field teaching undergraduate courses,
who did not rate themselves high on the Diversity Advocacy scale. In our quantitative research,
the researcher utilized self-assessments to have faculty rate their levels of Diversity Advocacy,
Diverse Grounding, Inclusive Learning and Epistemological Viewpoint, which can provide
flawed results. Lastly, our small sample size (n = 140) also limited the inferential ability of the
statistics and the ability to test for extremely complex relations. As a whole, this research barely
mentioned Academic Freedom, however that was purposeful as the intention of this research was
to gain an understating of diversity engagement by faculty and provide empirical data to support
those findings.
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Conclusion
In conclusion, this research utilized an explanatory sequential mixed method design.
This incorporated a quantitative study aimed at understanding the factors, that influence faculty
engagement in diversity and inclusive teaching. Based upon the results of the quantitative
analysis, three individuals were selected for the qualitative portion of this research study. That
portion of the study entailed an initial interview to understand faculty perceptions, beliefs, and
prior actions in regard to diversity engagement and inclusive teaching. The initial interview was
followed by two to three class observations, which allowed the researcher to observe several
aspects of the class including teaching strategies, diversity inclusion, student engagement, and
overall faculty interactions. Upon completion of observations, a post interview was held to
inquire about observed class occurrences which could involve a diverse or inclusion-based
experience. Lastly, faculty provided the researcher with a syllabus to examine.
The Quantitative results indicated that there were a variety of factors that influence
diversity engagement including age, sex, ethnicity/race, STEM, professorial rank and
epistemology. Epistemology and Professorial Rank had the two largest effects on the three
scales. The first set of qualitative results provided four themes that were identified in motivating
White Males who taught STEM in undergraduate curriculum. These themes included Goals,
Motivation, Fear, and Humility in Knowledge. The second set of qualitative results provided
five themes regarding the instructional techniques that faculty utilized to engage diversity. These
themes included Perspectives, Perceptions, Engaging Diversity, Cultivating Communication, and
Administrative Belief.
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In conclusion, this research identified multiple variables that predict faculty engagement.
Additionally, this research provided insight into what motivates faculty to engage in diversity,
and how they engage in diversity. These results can be utilized to formulate institutional policy
revolving around diversity engagement and inclusive teaching.
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APPENDIX A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
1. Are there significant demographic differences in the engagement of diversity in academic
curriculum, by faculty at a predominantly white institution?
2. Are there significant differences in diversity engagement by faculty with varying
epistemological beliefs?
3. Are there any significant interactions between faculty demographics and epistemological
belief, in regard to engagement of diversity?
4. Why do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high on
diversity engagement and inclusive teaching scales, engage in diversity in their academic
curriculum?
5. What pedagogical and/or epistemological strategies which influence instructional
techniques do self-identified white male STEM undergraduate faculty, who scored high
on diversity engagement and inclusive teaching scales, utilize to engage ?
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APPENDIX B. DIVERSITY ENGAGEMENT IN ACADEMIC CURRICULUM
SURVEY QUESTIONS

Diversity Engagement in Academic Curriculum Survey Questions
Release Statement
- The purpose of this survey is to collect data for a study about the faculty engagement of
diversity in academic curriculum. To participate in this study, you must a white male
professor, instructor, doctoral student teaching undergraduate curriculum in fulfilling job
duties. There are no risks associated with this study, and you may choose not to
participate or withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. No personally
identifying information will be collected, and all responses will be securely stored by the
researchers. By continuing this survey, you are giving consent to participate in this
study. It will take approximately 20 minutes to complete the survey.
- Additional questions about this study can be directed to Micah Glenn (mglenn@lsu.edu).
Co-investigator for this study is Dr. Roland Mitchell at rwmitch@lsu.edu.
- This study has been approved by the LSU IRB. For questions concerning participant
rights, please contact the IRB Chair, Dr. Dennis Landin, 225-578-8692, or irb@lsu.edu.
Demographic Survey Items (Questions Below)
- Ethnicity
- Gender
- Age
- Ability
- Socioeconomic
- Faculty Rank
- Tenure
- Highest Level of Education
- Years in teaching
- Course load
- College
- Typical course level
- Course size
- Diversity requirement
- Personal Epistemology
- Epistemology of most recent collaborator at your home institution
- Perceived Epistemology of the colleagues in your department?
- Perceived institutional curriculum diversity
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What is your gender?
- Female
- Male
- Transgender
- Other ________________________
What is your ethnicity? (Select All that Apply)
- American Indian or Alaska Native only
- Asian
- Black/ African American
- Hispanic/Latino and Race
- White Only
- Two+ Races (Non-Hispanic/Latino)
- Nonresident Alien
- Race & Ethnicity Unknown
What is your age?
- Under 25
- 26 - 30
- 31 - 35
- 36 - 40
- 41 - 49
- 50 - 59
- 60 - 69
- 70 - 79
- Over 80
What socioeconomic category did you classify as growing up?
- $1 - $15,000
- $15,001 - $25,000
- $25,001 - $50,000
- $50,001 - $75,000
- $75,001 - $100,000
- $100,001 and above
I am a student with an academic and/or physical disability.
- Yes
- No
Which of the following best describes the college where your current graduate degree
program resides?
- Agriculture
- Art & Design
- Business, finance, Management, or Marketing
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-

Energy, Coast, or Environment
Engineering
Human Sciences & Education
Humanities & Social Sciences
Mass Communication, Advertising & Public Relations
Music & Dramatic Arts
Science
Other

What is your current professorial rank?
- Professor
- Associate Professor
- Assistant Professor
- Instructor
- Graduate Assistant
- Other
Are you tenured/tenured tracked?
- Yes
- No
Highest level of education completed?
- Doctoral Degree
- Professional Degree
- Non-Doctoral Terminal Degree
- Master’s Degree
- Bachelor’s Degree
How many credit hours of undergraduate coursework do you teach on average?
- 0-3 Hours
- 4-6 Hours
- 7-9 Hours
- 10-12 Hours
- More than 12 hours
How many credit hours of graduate coursework do you teach on average?
- 0-3 Hours
- 4-6 Hours
- 7-9 Hours
- 10-12 Hours
- More than 12 hours
What levels of coursework do you teach? (Please select all that apply)
- Undergraduate
- Graduate - Masters
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-

Graduate - Doctoral
Graduate - Professional

What is your typical course size?
- Less than 10
- 10 - 20
- 20 - 50
- 50 -100
- 100 or more
Do you teach any courses that are considered a diversity requirement by your
department, college, institution, or professional association?
- Yes
o If so, which course?
- No
Epistemology Questions
o Utilizing the vignettes below, please identify the following:
§ Which vignette describes your views in regard to teaching?
§ Which vignette describes your beliefs in regard to your research?
§ Thinking of your most recent collaboration, at your current institution.
Which of the following vignettes do you perceive that individual to hold?
§ Which vignette describes the majority of your colleagues in the academic
department in which you teach?
§ If you were to deduce a general institutional view in regard to teaching
and research, which vignette would describe that generalized view?
§ If you were to deduce a general departmental view in regard to teaching
and research, which vignette would describe that generalized view?
§
o Vignette Examples
* Provided in Schraw & Olafson (2002) – Teachers Epistemological World Views &
Epistemological Practices
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§

§

§

Realist World View (Vignette 1) There is a core body of knowledge in my
classroom that each student must learn. Some of it is factual, but some of
it is based on broad concepts and principles that everyone agrees on. This
knowledge does not change much over time and represents the
accumulation of important truths and understanding in my discipline. It is
important for students to acquire this knowledge exactly as it is. The best
way to acquire this knowledge is through an expert like me because I have
a much better sense than they do of what is important to learn. It is
unlikely that students could really create this knowledge on their own, so
learning it from me quicker and more efficient. For this reason, it is
important to me to assume a take-charge attitude, so students can learn as
much as possible. It is important to me that everyone comes away from
my class with the big picture. It is my job to present the big picture
clearly.
Contextualist World View (Vignette 2) Students are encouraged to
develop their own understanding in my classroom so knowledge is
personally useful to them. However, the fact that students are expected to
construct their own understanding does not mean that all understandings
are equally valid. While I believe that knowledge is subject to
interpretation, I also believe that some conclusions are better than others.
Students need to understand how to gather and evaluate evidence, so they
can distinguish good from poor arguments. I can teach them some of
these skills, but some they will have to learn by working with other
students, or on their own. I believe that each student will bring a unique
and valuable perspective with them. I try to structure my class so that
students will pool their resources and come to the best understanding
possible.
Relativist World View (Vignette 3) Students in my class need to
understand that there are a variety of different ways to understand things.
Knowledge comes and goes, and what the so-called experts consider the
truth today will be viewed with suspicion tomorrow. Even people who
spend years studying a topic disagree about what things mean, and in the
long run, one opinion is as good as another. This means that students have
to learn to think for themselves, question the knowledge and authority of
others, and evaluate how what they know affects their life. Knowledge
has to be used wisely so no one is left out or exploited by society. For
these reasons, I do not believe that I can really teach my students what is
important, since they all need to know different things. They have to
figure it out on their own, taking into account the events that shape their
lives, even if the uncertainty of living in a world with conflicting views of
truth bothers them. What I know and believe should not really influence
my students. My job is to create an environment where students can learn
to think independently and take nothing for granted.
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o Would you be interested in participating a follow up interview, class observation
and provide course documents to gather further information in regard to this
survey?
§ Yes
§ No
Scaled Questions (Likert Scale)
To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
o Diversity Advocacy Scale (1-5 Likert Scale)
§ Racial and ethnic diversity should be more strongly reflected in the
curriculum?
§ A racially/ethnically diverse student body enhances the educational
experience of all student’s goal of undergraduate education: Enhance
students’ knowledge of and appreciation for other racial/ethnic groups
§ Helping to promote racial understanding
*(Park & Denson, 2009 – Diversity Advocacy Scale is a composite variable
that taps into a variety of faculty attitudes towards diversity including them
commitments to promoting racial understanding and their views on the role of
diversity in undergraduate education.)
Please think of one course that you teach. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each
of the following statements?
o Diverse Grounding Scale (1-5 Likert Scale)
§ Students gain an understanding of how to connect their learning to societal
problems or issues
§ Students develop skills necessary to work effectively with people from
various cultural backgrounds
§ The course content emphasizes contributions to the field by people from
multiple cultures
§ The course covers topics from multiple theoretical perspectives.
§ You explore your own cultural and intellectual limitations as part of class
preparation.
§ You address your potential biases about course related issues during class
*(Laird, 2011 - The Diverse Grounding items illustrate that when faculty have
more inclusive content, they are also likely to be inclusive in terms of their
course goals, the theoretical underpinnings of their course, and their level of
examining their own biases and limitations. p584)
o Inclusive Learning (1-5 Likert Scale)
§ You try to learn about student characteristics in order to improve class
instruction
§ You vary your teaching methods to encourage the active participation of
all students
§ You work on creating a classroom atmosphere that is conductive to
student learning
§ You try to empower students through their class participation
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§
§

You evaluate student learning utilizing multiple techniques
You adjust aspects of the course (e.g., pace, content, or assignments)
based upon student learning needs
*(Laird, 2011 – The Inclusive Learning items illustrate that as faculty are
more inclusive in terms of their classroom atmosphere, they are also likely
attempting to be inclusive in terms of understanding their students, using
teaching methods that allow for different types of learning, using multiple
types of evaluation, making adjustments based on student needs, and
empowering students in class. p584)
o Diversity Engagement (1-5 Likert Scale)
§ Do you actively engage diversity in your academic curriculum?
• If so, what motivates you?
• If not, why?

235

APPENDIX C. INITIAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
(Semi -Structured)
1. Describe your educational and professional journey, expanding upon your most
memorable experiences that led you to becoming a professor? 1
2. Would you describe yourself as diverse? Please explain. 1
3. How would you describe diversity, and can you provide an example of what that
means to you? 1
4. How would you describe inclusive teaching, and can you provide an example of what
that means to you? 1
5. Understanding your definition of diversity and inclusive teaching, how do you engage
and incorporate it in your curriculum and pedagogy? 2
6. Please describe your process when tasked with the creation of a new course? ½
7. Why do you incorporate the engagement of diversity and inclusive teaching in your
course? 1
8. Please recall an event where you engaged diversity in a manner, which in hindsight
you wish you could change some aspect of that event? Please describe the experience
and your reflections of the situation? 1/2/3
9. According to your survey, you selected vignette 3 epistemological belief, which
states… (see below). How well do you believe this vignette encompasses your
beliefs as a faculty member and researcher? 1
10. Reflecting upon your belief about epistemology, is this belief integrated in your
curriculum or pedagogy? 2/3
11. How would you describe the departmental, college, and institutional beliefs regarding
diversity engagement and inclusive teaching? 1/3
12. Outside of the classroom how do you engage diversity? 2
13. As we finish, can you leave me with 5 salient descriptors for yourself?
Appendices
-

Personal Epistemology - as defined by Hofer as “[ones’] thinking and beliefs about
knowledge and knowing, and typically includes some or all of the following elements:
beliefs about the definition of knowledge, how knowledge is constructed, how knowledge is
evaluated, where knowledge resides, and how knowing occurs. Hofer’s (2001) (p.355)”

4 Dimensions of Epistemology
-

Certainty of Knowledge - is the degree to which one views knowledge as certain, for
example is knowledge fixed (absolute truths) or is it more fluid (tentative and evolving);
Simplicity of Knowledge - is a range of beliefs from being an amalgamation of facts to a
group of interrelated concepts, is knowledge comprehended as discrete, knowable facts or
relative, contingent, and contextual;
Source of Knowledge - describes where one believes knowledge is located, is it in an
external authority or can it be internally created;
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-

Justification for Knowing - describes how individual justify what they know, which can
range from and internal opinion of what feels right to an external evaluation of evidence,
expertise, or authority
•

•

•

Vignette 1 (Realist World View)
o There is a core body of knowledge in my classroom that each student must learn.
Some of it is factual, but some of it is based on broad concepts and principles that
everyone agrees on. This knowledge doesn't change much over time and
represents the accumulation of important truths and understanding in my
discipline. It's important for students to acquire this knowledge exactly as it is.
The best way to acquire this knowledge is through an expert like me because I
have a much better sense than they do of what is important to learn. It's unlikely
that students could really create this knowledge on their own, so learning it from
me quicker and more efficient. For this reason, it is important to me to assume a
take-charge attitude, so students can learn as much as possible. It's important to
me that everyone comes away from my class with the big picture. It is my job to
present the big picture clearly.
Vignette 2 (Contextualist World View)
o Students are encouraged to develop their own understanding in my classroom, so
knowledge is personally useful to them. However, the fact that students are
expected to construct their own understanding doesn't mean that all
understandings are equally valid. While I believe that knowledge is subject to
interpretation, I also believe that some conclusions are better than others.
Students need to understand how to gather and evaluate evidence, so they can
distinguish good from poor arguments. I can teach them some of these skills, but
some they will have to learn by working with other students, or on their own. I
believe that each student will bring a unique and valuable perspective with them.
I try to structure my class so that students will pool their resources and come to
the best understanding possible.
Vignette 3 (Relativist World View)
o Students in my class need to understand that there are a variety of different ways
to understand things. Knowledge comes and goes, and what the so-called experts
consider the truth today will be viewed with suspicion tomorrow. Even people
who spend years studying a topic disagree about what things mean, and in the
long run, one opinion is as good as another. This means that students have to
learn to think for themselves, question the knowledge and authority of others, and
evaluate how what they know affects their life. Knowledge has to be used wisely
so no one is left out or exploited by society. For these reasons, I don't believe
that I can really teach my students what is important, since they all need to know
different things. They have to figure it out on their own, taking into account the
events that shape their lives, even if the uncertainty of living in a world with
conflicting views of truth bothers them. What I know and believe shouldn't
really influence my students. My job is to create an environment where students
can learn to think independently and take nothing for granted.
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APPENDIX D. POST INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
(Semi -Structured)

Diversity Engagement/ Inclusive Teaching
1.

On a couple occasions day, I observed you … which is part of inclusive teaching. Please
describe this event to the best of your recollection.
a. Please describe what prompted your desire to engage this topic?
b. Please describe your preparation process, leading up to this event.
c. On a scale of 1-10 what was your confidence level leading up to and after the
event. Please explain.
d. Moving forward, if you were to engage in this event again, what type of resources
would you like to be equipped with before engaging in this event.
e. Next time you engage in this event, what would you like to do different?
f. What, if any challenges did you expect in presenting this event, and how did those
differ from what occurred?
Situational Occurrence
2. On the last day of my observations, I observed …. Please describe this event to the best
of your recollection.
a. Can you describe the set of circumstances that you believe prompted this event?
b. Describe your confidence level as you approached this event.
c. What type of resources would you have like to have been equipped with before
engaging in this event?
d. Next time this event occurs, how do you envision handling the situation?
3. On the -- day I observed class you --.
a. Can you expound upon this?
Genera l Follow-Up
1. In your initial interview we discussed your beliefs regarding knowledge, do you think
these beliefs influenced you actions in any of the events or situations we have discussed?
2. In your initial interview, we closed out with you providing 5 salient identities. How do
they influence your ability to engage diversity and inclusive teaching?
3. What is a piece of advice or a lesson that you have learned on this journey of inclusive
teaching/ diversity engagement?
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APPENDIX E. ARTIFACT COLLECTION
1. Course Syllabus
a. Review to determine if there are student or teacher focused pedagogical
techniques
b. Review assignments to determine if they are based in knowledge creating
practices, or knowledge memorization.
i. I.e. summary papers vs presentations, projects, group work, reading
integration essays,
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APPENDIX F. LETTER TO POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS
Dear Participant:
I would like to thank you for investing your time, effort, and energy in assisting me on this
educational journey to increase diversity engagement within institutions of higher education.
Over the past couple of years, I, with the assistance of a wonderful dedicated committee of LSU
professors, has embarked on a journey to create a more inclusive, engaging, and ultimately safe
environment for diverse students. Throughout my time at LSU, I have observed students
traverse the halls of academia, and not actively engage with all the members of their community.
Many students are able to attend LSU, and not engage in one conversation with an individual
outside of their sphere of influence, and it resonated with me. At LSU, we commend ourselves
on creating culturally competent individuals prepared for the world. However, it is my
experience that we have been allowing students to attend LSU for four or five years, and never
challenge many of their deeply held values. This is a disservice.
Through this research, I would like to engage faculty to understand what demographic factors
influence teaching epistemologies, as thorough my research I have found that epistemology
influences diversity engagement in academic curriculum. With this information, I plan on
engaging faculty to include diversity related topics and pedagogy into their academic curriculum.
It is through these additions, that students will engage in academic curriculum, challenging their
preexisting paradigms and preparing themselves for the pluralistic democracy.
Thank you for all of your assistance on this journey. If you have any questions or need any other
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Micah J. Glenn
Micah J. Glenn
mglenn@lsu.edu
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APPENDIX G. STEM WHITE MALE* AGE (3 GENERATIONS) – AGE (3
GENERATIONS) PAIRWISE COMPARISONS
Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable

Generation (3 Levels)

(I) STEM White Male (3
Levels)
Non-STEM

Generation Z & Millennials

STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM

Diversity Advocacy

Generation X

STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM

Baby Boomers & Traditionalist STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
Generation Z & Millennials

STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM

Diverse Grounding

Generation X

STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM

Baby Boomers & Traditionalist STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
Generation Z & Millennials

STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM

Inclusive Learning

Generation X

STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM

Baby Boomers & Traditionalist STEM Others
STEM White Male
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
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(J) STEM White Male
(3 Levels)
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others

Mean
Std. Error
Difference (I-J)
-0.347
0.886
-0.502
1.055
0.347
0.886
-0.156
1.144
0.502
1.055
0.156
1.144
*
1.163
3.801
2.176
1.38
1.163
-3.801*
-1.625
1.547
-2.176
1.38
1.625
1.547
0.369
0.934
*
0.893
2.475
-0.369
0.934
2.106
1.028
*
0.893
-2.475
-2.106
1.028
-0.053
1.485
0.924
1.768
0.053
1.485
0.978
1.917
-0.924
1.768
-0.978
1.917
*
1.95
7.262

b

Sig.

1
1
1
1
1
1
0.004
0.352
0.004
0.886
0.352
0.886
1
0.019
1
0.128
0.019
0.128
1
1
1
1
1
1
0.001

95% Confidence Interval for
Lower Bound Upper Bound
-2.498
1.804
-3.062
2.058
-1.804
2.498
-2.932
2.621
-2.058
3.062
-2.621
2.932
0.978
6.625
-1.174
5.527
-6.625
-0.978
-5.379
2.129
-5.527
1.174
-2.129
5.379
-1.899
2.636
0.307
4.643
-2.636
1.899
-0.389
4.602
-4.643
-0.307
-4.602
0.389
-3.658
3.552
-3.366
5.215
-3.552
3.658
-3.676
5.632
-5.215
3.366
-5.632
3.676
2.529
11.994

STEM White Male

6.476*

2.313

0.018

0.861

12.092

Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others
STEM Others
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM White Male
Non-STEM
STEM Others

-7.262
-0.785

*

1.95
2.592
2.313
2.592
1.566
1.497
1.566
1.723
1.497
1.723
1.052
1.252
1.052
1.358
1.252
1.358
1.381
1.638
1.381
1.836
1.638
1.836
1.109
1.06
1.109
1.22
1.06
1.22

0.001
1
0.018
1
1
0.087
1
0.249
0.087
0.249
1
1
1
1
1
1
0.918
0.041
0.918
0.443
0.041
0.443
0.28
1
0.28
1
1
1

-11.994
-7.078
-12.092
-5.507
-3.503
-0.325
-4.099
-1.172
-6.941
-7.193
-3.113
-3.11
-1.993
-2.807
-2.967
-3.785
-1.932
0.117
-4.77
-1.781
-8.071
-7.131
-0.817
-1.831
-4.567
-4.095
-3.314
-1.829

-2.529
5.507
-0.861
7.078
4.099
6.941
3.503
7.193
0.325
1.172
1.993
2.967
3.113
3.785
3.11
2.807
4.77
8.071
1.932
7.131
-0.117
1.781
4.567
3.314
0.817
1.829
1.831
4.095

*

-6.476
0.785
0.298
3.308
-0.298
3.01
-3.308
-3.01
-0.56
-0.071
0.56
0.489
0.071
-0.489
1.419

*

4.094
-1.419
2.675

*

-4.094
-2.675
1.875
0.742
-1.875
-1.133
-0.742
1.133

APPENDIX H. STEM WHITE MALE* AGE (3 GENERATIONS) – STEM
WHITE MALE PAIRWISE COMPARISONS
Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable

STEM White Male (3 Levels)

Non-STEM

Diversity Advocacy

STEM Others

STEM White Male

Non-STEM

Diverse Grounding

STEM Others

STEM White Male

Non-STEM

Inclusive Learning

STEM Others

STEM White Male

(J) Generation (3
Levels)
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
(I) Generation (3 Levels)

Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X
Generation X
Generation Z & Millennials
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Millennials
Generation X
Baby Boomers &
Traditionalist
Generation Z &
Baby Boomers & Traditionalist Millennials
Generation X

b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
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Mean
Std. Error
Difference (I-J)
-0.456
0.853

b

Sig.

1

95% Confidence Interval for
Lower Bound Upper Bound
-2.527
1.614

0.512

0.775

1

-1.37

2.394

0.456

0.853

1

-1.614

2.527

0.968

0.86

0.787

-1.119

3.056

-0.512

0.775

1

-2.394

1.37

-0.968

0.86
1.188

0.787
0.007

-3.056
0.809

1.119
6.575

1.227

1.028

0.705

-1.269

3.722

-3.692 *

1.188

0.007

-6.575

-0.809

-2.465

1.219

0.136

-5.424

0.494

-1.227

1.028

0.705

-3.722

1.269

2.465
2.222

1.219
1.513

0.136
0.434

-0.494
-1.451

5.424
5.895

*

1.144

0.008

0.712

6.266

-2.222

1.513

0.434

-5.895

1.451

1.267

1.401

1

-2.134

4.667

*

1.144

0.008

-6.266

-0.712

-1.267
-0.907

1.401
1.429

1
1

-4.667
-4.377

2.134
2.563

1.105

1.299

1

-2.049

4.259

0.907

1.429

1

-2.563

4.377

2.012

1.441

0.496

-1.487

5.511

-1.105

1.299

1

-4.259

2.049

-2.012
6.408 *

1.441
1.991

0.496
0.005

-5.511
1.576

1.487
11.241

3.692

3.489

-3.489

*

1.456

1.723

1

-2.726

5.639

-6.408 *

1.991

0.005

-11.241

-1.576

-4.952

2.043

0.051

-9.912

0.008

-1.456

1.723

1

-5.639

2.726

4.952
4.645

2.043
2.536

0.051
0.208

-0.008
-1.512

9.912
10.802

3.489

1.917

0.214

-1.165

8.143

-4.645

2.536

0.208

-10.802

1.512

-1.156

2.348

1

-6.856

4.544

-3.489

1.917

0.214

-8.143

1.165

1.156
-0.254

2.348
1.012

1
1

-4.544
-2.711

6.856
2.203

0.165

0.92

1

-2.069

2.399

0.254

1.012

1

-2.203

2.711

0.419

1.021

1

-2.059

2.897

-0.165

0.92

1

-2.399

2.069

-0.419
1.725

1.021
1.41

1
0.67

-2.897
-1.697

2.059
5.147

2.6

1.22

0.105

-0.362

5.562

-1.725

1.41

0.67

-5.147

1.697

0.875

1.447

1

-2.637

4.387

-2.6

1.22

0.105

-5.562

0.362

-0.875
3.911

1.447
1.796

1
0.094

-4.387
-0.449

2.637
8.271

0.978

1.358

1

-2.318

4.274

-3.911

1.796

0.094

-8.271

0.449

-2.933

1.663

0.241

-6.97

1.103

-0.978

1.358

1

-4.274

2.318

2.933

1.663

0.241

-1.103

6.97

APPENDIX I. CONSENT FORM

Consent Form
Study Title:
Performance Site:
Investigators:

Integration of Diversity in Academic Curriculum
Louisiana State University
The following investigators are available for questions pertaining to this
study:
Micah Glenn, 832-573-8369, mglenn@lsu.edu
Dr. Keena Arbuthnot, LSU College of Education,
LSU (225) 578-0821, (e-mail: arbuthnot@lsu.edu)
Purpose of the Study: To develop an understanding of why faculty integrate diversity into their
academic curriculum and gain a practical understanding of how faculty
incorporate that diversity into their academic curriculum. Specifically,
white males in the science, technology, engineering, and math fields.
Subject Inclusion:
Faculty at Louisiana State University
No. of Participants:
Study Procedures:

4 at each site
This study will entail two (2) 30-60 minute recorded interviews with the
participant, 3-4 class observations, and a document analysis.
Benefits:
This study will provide valuable information about the integration of
diversity in STEM fields, providing valuable example and models to
reference in the continual integration of diversity within institutions of
higher education.
Risks:
The only risk is the inadvertent release of the subject’s identity. Every
effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the participant’s
identity. A pseudonym will be utilized in all written reports. All data will
be kept in secure files in which only the investigators have access.
Right to Refuse:
Participation is voluntary, and the subject has the right to withdraw
from the study at any time without penalty.
Privacy:
Participant’s identity will remain confidential unless disclosure is
required by law.
Signatures: The study has been discussed with me and all my questions have been answered. I
may direct additional questions regarding study specifics to the investigators. If I have
questions about subjects' rights or other concerns, I can contact Dennis Landin, Institutional
Review Board, (225) 578-8692, irb@lsu.edu, www.lsu.edu/irb. I agree to participate in the
study described above and acknowledge the investigator's obligation to provide me with a
signed copy of this consent form.

//
Signature
243

APPENDIX J. IRB APPROVALS
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APPENDIX K. DIVERSITY ADVOCACY SCALE APPROVAL
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APPENDIX L. EPISTEMOLOGICAL VIGNETTE APPROVAL

Wednesday, August 22, 2018 at 12:31:22 PM Central Daylight Time

Subject: Re: Permission to Use Epistemological Vigne5es Instrument
Date: Monday, August 13, 2018 at 9:12:51 AM Central Daylight Time
From: Lori Olafson
To:
Micah J Glenn
Dear Micah,
Permission granted.
Best of luck with your research - it sounds like an interesRng study.
Thanks,
Lori
On Sat, Aug 11, 2018, 11:43 AM Micah J Glenn <mglenn@lsu.edu> wrote:

Dr. Olafson,

I hope all is well.

My name is Micah Glenn and I am currently a doctoral candidate at Louisiana State University, in the
EducaRonal Leadership, Research, & Counseling Ph.D. program with an emphasis in Higher EducaRon
AdministraRon. I have recently completed my proposal and I am working on my data collecRon methods,
and I am reaching out to ask permission to uRlize some of your survey items in my quanRtaRve research. I
am compleRng my dissertaRon under the direcRon of my commi5ee chaired by Dr. Roland Mitchell, who
can be reached at 225-578-2331 or rwmitch@lsu.edu. The Louisiana State University IRB Commi5ee Chair
can be contacted at 225-578-8692 or by mail at 130 David Boyd Hall, Louisiana State University, Baton
Rouge, LA 70803.

To provide you with some addiRonal informaRon, I am researching how faculty integrate diversity into their
academic curriculum. Through research and observaRon, I have come to the conclusion that the diversity of
faculty within our insRtuRons of higher educaRon may possibly never reach the saturaRon needed to
relate, teach, and reverse the eﬀects of systemic racism imposed historically by the majority white male
faculty, that has populated the ﬁeld. With that in mind, I began to take interest in methods of how faculty
can incorporate diversity into their curriculum. However, a commi5ee member of mine challenged me with
an adage based in Field of Dreams, “What if you build it, and they don’t come?”, referring to the history of
systems, programs, and processes that have been created, and brought about li5le to no change. So with
that in mind, I began to think about the underlying ideologies or factors that may lead a faculty member to
incorporate diversity, speciﬁcally white male faculty members. It was then I came across epistemology and
its importance to the foundaRon of knowledge, including how it is created and the foundaRon it provides in
regard to world views. Your arRcle, with the late Dr. Schraw, spoke to how one’s epistemology can and does
inﬂuence research, and most importantly to me pedagogy and curriculum. I am interested in the eﬀects of
epistemology on diversity inclusion in academic curriculum with white male faculty. I believe, similar to
your research, that if we can understand why certain faculty choose to include diversity in the academic
curriculum, we can uRlize that to reach and encourage other white male faculty members to do the same.
Which in turn with began stemming and turning the Rde in minority populaRon retenRon, engagement,
success, and ulRmately graduaRon.
Page 1 of 2

250

success, and ulRmately graduaRon.

In your arRcle with Dr. Schraw enRtled Teachers Epistemological World Views and EducaRonal PracRces
(2002), you all presented a survey parRcipants with three vigne5es to conceptualize three broad
epistemological views. With those views, you allowed readers to choose a speciﬁc vigne5e based on how
they resonated with them. I would like to uRlize the same vigne5es, and do similar research related to
diversity.

With that in mind, I would like your permission to use the three epistemological vigne5es in my research
study. I would like to use and print your survey under the following condiRons, below. Also, I am interested
to see how you all determined validity and reliability through use of the vigne5es?
I will use the surveys only for my research study and will not sell or use it with any compensated or
curriculum development acRviRes.
I will include the copyright statement on all copies of the instrument.
I will send a copy of my completed research study to your a5enRon upon compleRon of the study.

If these are acceptable terms and condiRons, please indicate so by replying to me through e-mail:
mglenn@lsu.edu

Thank you and I appreciate you taking out Rme to read this email, and assist me on this journey.

Micah G.

Micah Glenn
EducaRonal Leadership, Research, & Counseling Doctoral Candidate
Business OperaRons Graduate Assistant, Oﬃce of MulRcultural Aﬀairs
Oﬃce of Diversity
Louisiana State University
335 Student Union, Baton Rouge, LA 70803
oﬃce 225-578-6262 | fax 225-578-7135
mglenn@lsu.edu | lsu.edu | www.lsu.edu/diversity/oma/
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